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Part Five 

THE YEAR OF WAR 

( 1941 ) 




66: Self-Defense 


AS THE YEAR of war, 1941, dawned, we intensified our 
diplomatic and material assistance to the Allies throughout the w'orld. 
Wherever it was possible, whether in Vichy France, Latin America, the 
Balkans, Africa, the Atlantic islands, or the Far East, to bolster the Allies 
either by exerting' our influence or pressure or by furnishing concrete aid, 
we were quick and wholehearted in making the necessary moves. 

Our position toward the conflict was clear. We were convinced that 
an Allied victory was possible and we were determined to do everything 
we could to bring it about, short of actually sending an expeditionary 
force to Europe or the Orient. We were equally convinced that an Axis 
victory would present a mortal danger to the United States. Those nations 
that supported the Allies could count on our friendship, those that sup- 
ported the Axis on our opposition. 

We were acting no longer under the precepts of neutrality, but under 
those of self-defense. In conversations with the President, with my asso- 
ciates and with Congressmen in those weeks I used to state our attitude 
in this homely narrative: 

“A citizen sees an avowed outlaw coming to meet him on the high- 
way and he folds up and says: ‘I’m neutral. I have nothing to say as 
between you and the officers of the law. I’m harmless. Don’t bother me.’ 
And he thinks that ought to protect him. 

’^“But the outlaw goes up to him and taps him on the side of the 
head with the butt of his pistol and takes his watch and valuables and 
then moves on. 

“Down a hundred and fifty yards in front of him is another fellow 
looking at this incident very closely, and with increasing concern. The 
outlaw marches straight on in his direction. So this fellow pulls out and 
holds in his hand a little derringer pistol. When I was a boy, I saw a 
fellow shoot another fellow right in the stomach with one of those der- 
ringers, and the bullet buried in and then bounced out. 

“On the other hand, we have a six-inch Colt. After you’ve passed the 
stage where every chance of neutrality protection is exhausted, then the 
question is whether you are going to use your derringer in the hope that, 
after all, it will take care of you, or whether you will use your Colt that 
plows through the outlaw’s guts and tears him to pieces when it hits him. 
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'We could stick neutrality out in front between us and the outlaw. 
That would obstruct any serious plans of ours beyond our boundary line 
—and it would not protect us. Because of the imminence of danger, only 
the law of self-defense and self-preservation is left to us.” 

The President stated our position forcefully in his address to Con- 
gress on January 6, 1941, when he said that “at no previous time has 
American security been as seriously threatened from without as it is 
today.” He said we were committed to three propositions: all-inclusive 
national defense; full support of all those resolute peoples, everywhere, 
who were resisting aggression and thereby keeping war away from our 
hemisphere; and no acquiescence in a peace dictated by aggressors and 
sponsored by appeasers. 

In this address the President stated the four freedoms upon which 
the world should be founded: freedom of speech and expression, freedom 
of worship, freedom from want, and freedom from fear. 

In the few preceding weeks the President had been reading and study- 
ing a fifteen-page letter from Prime Minister Churchill, dated December 7, 
1940, vigorously stating Britain’s position and needs and the war pros- 
pects for 1941. Ambassador Lothian had sent this to me on December 8, 
with a copy for myself, and asked that I send it by seaplane to the 
President, then cruising in the Caribbean, which I did. 

The Prime Minister said he was strongly and confidently placing 
his estimate before the President because “it seems to me that the vast 
majority of American citizens have recorded their conviction that the 
safety of the United States as well as the future of our two democracies 
and the kind of civilization for which they stand are bound up with the 
survival and independence of the British Commonwealth of Nations. Only 
thus can those bastions of sea-power, upon which the control of the At- 
lantic and the Indian oceans depends, be preserved in faithful and friendly 
hands. The control of the Pacific by the United States Navy and of the 
Atlantic by the British Navy is indispensable to the security of the trade 
routes of both our countries and the surest means to preventing the, war 
from reaching the shores of the United States.” 

The Prime Minister said that Britain was unable to match the im- 
mense armies of Germany in any theater where their main power could be 
brought to bear, but, by using sea and air power, could meet the German 
armies in regions where only comparatively small forces could be brought 
into action. Britain had to do her best to prevent German domination of 
Europe spreading into Africa and into southern Asia, and also had to 



SELF-DEFENSE 


92X 


maintain in constant readiness in the United Kingdom armies strong 
enough to make the problem of an overseas invasion insoluble. The danger 
of Britain being destroyed by a swift, overwhelming blow, he said, had 
for the time being very greatly receded, but in its place there was an 
equajly deadly danger, the steady and increasing diminution of sea 
tonnage. 

“Even if the United States was our ally instead of our friend and 
indispensable partner,” he said, “we should not ask for a krge American 
expeditionary army. Shipping, not men, is the limiting factor and the 
power to transport munitions and supplies claims priority over the move- 
ment by sea of large numbers of soldiers. . . . 

“The decision for 1941 lies upon the seas; unless we can establish 
our ability to feed this island, to import munitions of all kinds which we 
need, unless we can move our armies to the various theatres where Hitler 
and his confederate Mussolini must be met, and maintain them there and 
do all this with the assurance of being able to carry it on till the spirit 
of the continental dictators is broken, we may fall by the way and the 
time needed by the United States to complete her defensive preparations 
may not be forthcoming. [He estimated two years] It is therefore in 
shipping and in the power to transport across the oceans, particularly 
the Atlantic Ocean, that in 1941 the crunch of the whole war will be 
found.” 

But he pointed out that Britain’s shipping losses — the figures for 
which he appended — ^had been on a scale almost comparable to that of 
the worst years of the last war, and that the relative battleship strength 
in home waters was approaching an unsatisfactory level. He pointed to a 
“second field of danger” — the possibility that the Vichy Government 
might assist Hitler— and to a third — vindications that the Japanese were 
thrusting southward. 

He suggested four methods by which the United States could help. 
The first was a reassertion of the doctrine of the freedom of the seas 
from illegal and barbarous warfare. The second was protection of shipping 
by United States naval and air forces. He did not think such protection 
would provoke a declaration of war by Germany, since Hitler had shown 
himself inclined to avoid the Kaiser’s mistake. The third, if the second 
could not be granted, was the gift, loan, or supply of a large number 
of American vessels of war, above all, destroyers. The fourth was United 
States influence toward getting naval and air facilities in Eire for Britain. 

In connection with this last suggestion, he said: “If it were pro- 
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claimed an American interest that the resistance of Great Britain should 
be prolonged and the Atlantic route kept open for the important arma- 
ments now being prepared for Great Britain in North America, the Irish 
in the United States might be willing to point out to the Government of 
Eire the dangers which its present policy is creating for the United States 
itself ” 

Here he gave an intimation of future union of Northern Ireland and 
Eire by sasnng: “I do not doubt that if the Government of Eire would 
show its solidarity with the democracies of the English-speaking world at 
this crisis, a Council of Defence of all Ireland could be set up out of 
which the unity of the island would probably in some form or other 
emerge after the war.” 

Mr. Cbiirr hill finally appealed for some method whereby Britain 
could receive from the United States the immense supplies he specified 
she needed, without paying cash for them. “The moment approaches,” he 
said, “when we shall no longer be able to pay cash for shipping and 
other supplies. While we will do our utmost and shrink from no proper 
p arrifirfi to make payments across the exchange, I believe that you will 
agree that it would be wrong in principle and mutually disadvantageous 
in effect if, at the height of this struggle. Great Britain were to be 
divested of all salable assets so that after victory was won with our 
blood, civilisation saved and time gained for the United States to be 
fully armed against all eventualities, we should stand stripped to the 
bone. Such a course would not be in the moral or economic interests of 
either of our countries.” 

In the folbwing weeks this letter received the earnest consideraticm 
of the President, myself, and other offcials of the Government. Though 
not all its suggestions were adopted, it proved a powerful advocate for 
the policy of Lend-Lease. 

A few hours before the President’s address to Congress on January 6, 
Harry Hopkins left for London to establish a direct liaison between Mr. 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill and to make a firsthand survey 
of Britain’s war needs so that our efforts to help her could be better 
coordinated. 

Now began Hopkins’s career on a world scale. Until 1941 he had 
been engaged in the service of other Departments or agencies of the 
Government. Begiiming in 1941, his chief cooperation with the President 
rdlated mainly to the conduct of military affairs and included his work 
in administering the Lend-Lease Act and several highly important mis- 
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sions to confer with Churchill and Stalin as the personal representative 
of the President. He rendered efficient, admirable service in all these re- 
spects so far as I was aware. He was constantly at the President’s elbow 
in private conferences at the White House during this period, and* no 
doubt rendered much important aid to Mr. Roosevelt. 

Although Hopkins’s work was now on an international scale, I never 
had any friction, much less clashes, with him. He professed toward me 
a friendly attitude. To the best of my knowledge, he did not undertake 
to interfere with any important policies of the State Department, He 
often called on me at the Department on questions of mutual interest, and 
our agreeable working relations thus continued to the end. He visited me 
a number of times while I was in the Naval Hospital following my resig- 
nation, making his last call just a day or two before his final departure 
for New York, where he soon died. 

While I and many others differed with Hopkins’s views on numerous 
domestic’ questions prior to 1941, my later estimates of him were that he 
possessed splendid ability and rendered valuable service during the war. 

The Lend-Lease Bill was introduced in the House and Senate on 
January 10. About that day the President called for me. He said Mor- 
genthau had expected to lead the fight for the bill in Congress, but that 
considerable opposition could be expected from the isolationists and wav- 
erers, and he wanted me to take charge of and handle the bill as the best 
means of getting it through. Specifically he requested that I appear per- 
sonally before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, which would hold hearings on the bill. 
I agreed. 

On the day after the bill’s mtroduction I saw Sir Frederick Phillips, 
British Under Secretary of the Exchequer, in my office. I said to him that, 
although I had had virtually nothing to do with the formal drafting of the 
bill, which had been in the hands of the President and Morgenthau, I had 
suggested three or four points that I thought would facilitate its pas- 
sage and preserve favorable public opinion in support of aid to Britain. 
One of these suggestions, I explained,, was that, if Britain intended to make 
any kind of payment during the next twelve months or so for military 
supplies, now was the one time for her to do so in the form of collateral 
of a billion and a half or two billion dollars. ‘‘This action,” I commented,, 
“would go further to disarm critics and keep the whole movement on a 
favorable basis than anything else that might be said or done.’^ 

But I made no impression whatever on the British Under Secretary 
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SO far as I could see. Britain’s argument at that time was that she 
was at the end of her tether, and that the foreign securities she still pos- 
sessed were pledged or needed elsewhere. Yet this became one of the 
major weapons in the hands of opponents of Lend-Lease who argued that 
Britain still could and should pay cash for her purchases here. 

When the House committee began its hearings on January 15, I 
opened with an extensive statement to the committee in support of the 
legislation. My approach was to analyze not the bill in detail but the inter- 
national situation that made the bill necessary. I examined the menace 
presented to us by each of the Axis countries. As to the Oriental member, 
I said: “It has been clear throughout that Japan has been actuated from 
the start by broad and ambitious plans for establishing herself in a 
dominant position in the entire region of the western Pacific. Her leaders 
have openly declared their determination to achieve and maintain that 
position by force of arms and thus to make themselves masters of an area 
containing almost one half of the entire population of the world.” 

Italy I dismissed briefly except to point out her responsibility as the 
first of the European Powers to commit one of the recent series of breaches 
of the world order. 

After outlining Hitler’s preparations for war, his broken promises, 
his aggressions, and our many efforts to prevent war from coming, I said. 

“It has become increasingly apparent that mankind is today face to 
face not with regional wars or isolated conflicts, but with an organized, 
ruthless, and implacable movement of steadily expanding conquest. We 
are in the presence of forces which are not restrained by considerations of 
law or principles of morality; which have fixed no liitiits for their pro- 
gram of conquest; which have spread over large areas on land and are 
desperately struggling now to seize control of the oceans as an essential 
means of achieving and maintaining their conquest of the other conti- 
nents.” 

The most serious question for the United States, I emphasized, was 
whether the control of the high seas should pass into the hands of powers 
bent on a program of unlimited conquest. It was in this light, above all, 
that we should order our thinking and action with respect to the amount 
of material assistance that we were prepared to furnish Great Britain. 

As was expected, the debate in Congress on Lend-Lease aroused the 
last-ditch opposition of isolationists and those who resented any additional 
grant of authority to the President. They brought to the stand persons 
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of note such as Colonel Charles A. Lindbergh to propagate the thought 
that our safety would not be affected even if Germany won. 

In the State Department we prepared arguments against some of the 
amendments that were introduced to cripple the application of Lend-Lease 
or to hamstring our foreign policy. In particular we worked against a 
proposed amendment stating that the Act conferred no additional powers 
to authorize the employment of our armed forces beyond the limits of the 
Western Hemisphere. I believed this amendment, although it did not 
change the constitutional powers of the President, would have a bad 
psychological and political effect on our own people and on other Govern- 
ments. We also opposed an amendment that specifically named the coun- 
tries to be assisted. 

The Act, as it finally was passed and became law on March ii, was 
substantially what my associates and I wanted. It was one of the most 
revolutionary legislative actions in American history. I felt a sharp sense 
of relief that Congress had so signally recognized the strong interest of 
the United States in seeing to it that Britain did not fall and Hitler 
triumph. 

I then had a long discussion with the President on what he might 
say following the passage of Lend-Lease. I felt he should make it the 
kernel of a vigorous statement to warn the Axis that we were engaging 
in active rather than passive defense. In consequence, he said, in an ad- 
dress to the White House Correspondents’ Association on March 15: ^‘Let 
not dictators of Europe and Asia doubt our unanimity now. . . . The 
world has been told that we, as a united nation, realize the danger which 
confronts us — ^and that to meet that danger our democracy has gone into 
action,” 

The Act authorized the transfer of $1,300,000,000 worth of materials 
already on hand, and a fortnight later the President signed a bill appro- 
priating $7,000,000,000 for Lend-Lease purposes. Again at the President’s 
request that I rather than the Secretary of the Treasury take the lead, 
I had supported this bill in arguments to the House Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

The Lend-Lease Act overthrew what seemed to have been one of 
Hitler’s basic hopes in promoting the Axis Tripartite Pact of the previous 
September. Our Embassy in Berlin had cabled me on December 20, a few 
days after the President stated the concept of Lend-Lease in his press 
conference, that one of the few plausible explanations for concluding the 
Tripartite Pact was a conviction in upper circles in Berlin that the 
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United States would be so alarmed at the prospect of war with Japan and 
Germany simultaneously that we would abandon assistance to England 
rather than face this possibility. 

The new British Ambassador, the former Foreign Secretary Lord 
Halifax, had arrived while Lend-Lease was before Congress. He received 
an unprecedented welcome in that the President went down to Annapolis 
to meet him as he came in aboard the battleship King George V. Halifax 
paid his first call on me on January 25 to present a copy of his credentials, 
and we had a general interchange of information. While I keenly re- 
gretted Lothian’s death, I saw at once that I could work on the same 
effective, cordial terms with his tall, thin, ascetic-looking successor. Hali- 
fax, who possessed unusual ability, engaged in prodigious, fruitful labors 
while serving in Washington, and the extent and importance of his accom- 
plishments werle unexcelled by any other foreign representative during my 
tenure in office, 

Britain and we exchanged new ambassadors at almost the same time, 
John G. Winant going to London as United States Ambassador to replace 
Kennedy, who had resigned. Winant had achieved a fine background as a 
broad-gauged public servant while occupying the office of Governor of 
New Hampshire. Possessing vision and a constructive mind, he proved 
alert and active in his work as Ambassador to Great Britain and made 
us many useful suggestions. 

Lend-Lease came at a critical psychological moment Hitler's armies 
had occupied Bulgaria on March i, 1941, after previously taking over 
Rumania. The Nazis were bringing overwhelming pressure on Yugoslavia 
to join the Axis, which pressure the President and I, working along parallel 
lines with Great Britain, were striving to counterbalance. Our own rela- 
tions with the Axis were becoming ever more strained. 

I instructed Ambassador Phillips in Rome on February 28 to inform 
the Italian Government that we wished its consulates in Seattle, Detroit, 
and Newark closed and its personnel in those posts withdrawn. This was 
our reaction to the request of the Italian Government on February 12 
that the consulates of all Governments except Germany be moved from 
Palermo and Naples to Rome or farther north and away from the sea- 
coast. The Italian consulates in Detroit and Newark were duly closed, 
•even as were ours at Palermo and Naples. Seattle was omitted from this 
action on Phillips’s suggestion since other countries had consulates there 
under career officers, and to single out the Italian consulate might result 
in retaliatory action against our other consulates in Italy. 
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Our relations with the Axis became further exacerbated when, on 
March 30, 1941? the Coast Guard took into protective custody the Ger- 
man, Italian, and Danish ships lying idle in United States ports following 
evidence that the German and Italian ships were being sabotaged. Coast 
Guardsmen found that the machinery of many Axis ships had been drasti- 
cally damaged. Of the twenty-seven Italian ships in our ports, twenty-five 
had been so badly damaged that extensive repairs would be necessary if 
they were to sail. 

During the previous December I had handed the President a memo- 
randum written by several of my associates, including Jesse Saugstad, the 
Department’s shipping expert, recommending that the German, Italian, 
and Danish ships in our ports be taken into protective custody lest the 
vessels of the first two nationalities be sabotaged or sunk by their crews 
and the Danish vessels be damaged by Axis agents. The President thought 
this action too drastic at that time. 

We at the State Department, however, had continued to study the 
subject. During the first part of March we had an exchange of notes 
with the German Embassy which, apprehensive lest we requisition Axis 
ships in our ports, had claimed that this right could be exercised only by 
a belligerent state and then only under conditions of “urgent public emer- 
gency.” I approved an aide-mimotre to the German Charge, Dr. Hans 
Thomsen, in which we refused to enter into a discussion with Germany of 
the circumstances under which the right of a sovereign state to requisi- 
tion foreign shipping found within its jurisdiction might be exercised. 

The German, Italian, and Danish Governments all protested our 
action, but Danish Minister de Kauffmann, whose loyalty to the Allied 
cause never faltered, said to Assistant Secretary Long that he was not 
unhappy that it had happened. 

I sent strong replies on April 3 to the German and Italian Embassies. 
I pointed out that their crews, in damaging their vessels to the detriment 
of navigation and the safety of our harbors, had committed felonies under 
United States law, in disregard of the hospitality we had extended to them. 

The Italian side of the incident was aggravated by the fact that we 
received, through the Treasury, documentary evidence that the Italian 
Naval Attache in Washington, Admiral Lais, had directed that the ma- 
chinery of five Italian ships at Norfolk, Virginia, be put out of commis- 
sion. After getting the President’s approval, I sent a note to Italian Am- 
bassador Prince Colonna on April 2 stating that his naval attache was 
persona non grata and should be immediately recalled. 
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We informed the other American Republics of our taking the Axis 
and Danish ships into protective custody, so that they might take similar 
action with regard to the ships of the same nationalities tied up in their 
ports. Many of the Axis ships in Latin American ports were also being 
sabotaged. 

When Hitler invaded Yugoslavia and Greece on April 6, the intense 
diplomatic effort we had been making to solidify the Balkans against this 
eventuality came to an end. Ever since the beginning of January, from 
all the capitals concerned, cables had come to my desk reporting the 
probability that Hitler would attack Greece to aid his failing partner, 
Mussolini. 

From Belgrade our Minister Arthur Bliss Lane cabled me on January 
24 and 25 that he and Colonel William J. Donovan, who was sent by 
Secretary of the Navy Knox, on behalf of the President, to the Balkans 
to stimulate their resistance, had been assured by the Regent, Prince Paul, 
and by Prime Minister Cvetkovic that Yugoslavia would not permit troops 
or war materials to pass through her territory and would resist aggression. 

Lane also said it was thought in Belgrade that if Bulgaria and Turkey 
would adopt a similar attitude, the three countries together might success- 
fully protect themselves. He suggested the possibility of informally point- 
ing out to the three countries the desirability of a joint defense policy. He 
thought, however, that mutual distrust among the three might prevent 
a joint policy, and that steps would have to be taken by us to dispel 
this mistrust. 

I cabled Lane on January 29 that, while it was not our practice di- 
rectly to initiate a policy such as he suggested, we were losing no oppor- 
tunity to bring our position relative to the war to the attention of the 
Balkan representatives in Washington. I also commented that we were 
placing particular emphasis on our aid to Greece and Britain. 

I gave virtually the same answer to Lord Halifax when he called 
upon me on February 5 to request our support of the British in encourag- 
ing conversations between Turkey and Yugoslavia toward a policy of 
mutual defense. 

As reports came to us that a movement of German troops into Bul- 
garia was imminent, Lane cabled me from Belgrade on February 8 that 
the Regent considered Yugoslavians situation desperate. He said that the 
Prime Minister, along with Foreign Minister Cincar-Markovic, who Lane 
thought had Axis leanings, might shortly go to Berlin at Hitler’s invita- 
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tioQ, and that the Regent was di^osed to avoid the possibility of war at 
all costs. 

After talking this situation over with the President, I sent Lane in 
Belgrade and Ambassador John V. A. MacMurray in Ankara, Turkey, 
identical cables on February 9 to be communicated to the Yugoslav and 
Turkish Governments. After quoting a statement by the President that 
“we are planning our own defense with the utmost urgency and in its 
vast scale we must integrate the war needs of Britain,” I said, in effect: 

“This position continues to be the k^stone of the national defense 
policy of the United States and this effort has been intensified by the 
develq)ing situation. That Britain will win we are convinced. Already 
war-material production in America has been undertaken on the vast scale 
indicated, and the provision of facilities to meet the requirements of the 
British will continue until the final victory ever increasingly. On several 
occasions the President has pointed out that from this policy there can 
be no deviation, as in his own words: ‘We know now that a nation can 
have peace with the Nazis only at the price of total surrender.’ ” 

I asked the Bulgarian Minister in Washington to come to the State 
Department, where he was given the substance of the cables to the 
Turkish and Yugoslav Governments. 

Five days later I went personally to the Yugoslav Legation and 
handed Minister Fotitch a message from the President to be transmitted 
to his Government. The President had not asked Fotitch to come to the 
White House because of ^>eculation that might have been aroused by the 
visit. The message said: 

“The President ... is convinced that any victory on behalf of the 
predatory powers, even if it only be hi the diplomatic field, would but 
pave the way for fresh demands accompanied by threats of force against 
the very independence of the nation thus menaced. The President also 
desires it to be realized that the so-called Lend-Lease Bill now before 
Congress and which has been passed by the House of Representatives and 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate permits ... the 
President to supply the materials of war to those nations that are now the 
victims of aggression or which might be threatened with aggression.” 

I cabled Ambassador MacMurray the same day instructing him, at 
the President’s direction, to convey to the Turkish Prime Minister an 
almost identical message. MacMurray cabled on February i8 that the 
Turkish Prime Minister, without makmg any definite commitment, had 
expressed his cordial appreciation of the President’s message and his Gov- 
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ernment’s wholehearted support of the ideals of the United States and 
Great Britain. 

Lane cabled me on the same day that the Regent was very grateful 
for the President’s message and the manner of its delivery to Minister 
Fotitch. Prince Paul said Yugoslavia would fight if attacked. He added, 
however, that, if German troops occupied Bulgaria, Yugoslavia’s position 
would not be tenable and, if Yugoslavia were attacked by Germany, her 
resistance could not continue for more than two weeks. He felt that any 
United States aid would come too late to help Yugoslavia. However, the 
Regent had confidence in the ultimate victory of the Allies. 

I sent Minister Lane’s cable to the President for his information. 
After Mr. Roosevelt read it he sent me a memorandum dated February 
20 in which he said: I think we should find some means of getting across 
to the Prince Regent and others that the United States is looking not 
merely to the present but to the future, and that any nation which tamely 
submits on the grounds of being quickly overrun would receive less sym- 
pathy from the world than a nation which resists, even if this resistance 
can be continued for only a few weeks ” 

He pointed to Abyssinia, China, Greece, and Norway as examples on 
the good side, ‘‘Abyssinia,” he said, “won world sympathy by a brief 
though useless resistance — ^and Abyssinia will be restored in some way 
not now foreseeable. 

“China seemed capable of making no resistance in the modern sense 
of the word — but after four years China is still resisting and has the 
sympathy of the world — ^with an excellent chance of being reconstituted 
In her independence in some way at some date. 

“The Greek cause looked completely hopeless in view of an Italian 
army and air force of overwhelming proportions. Even if Greece goes 
down fighting in the next few weeks, the cause of Greek independence 
will win in the end. - 

“The rear-guard action fought by Norway for two or three months 
means that all of us will work for the restoration of Norwegian in- 
dependence,” 

With specific reference to Yugoslavia and Turkey, he said: 

“Our type of civilization and the war in whose outcome we are 
definitely interested, will be definitely helped by resistance on the part 
of Yugoslavia and, 'almost automatically, resistance on the part of Tur- 
key— -even though temporarily Yugoslavia and Turkey are not successful 
in the military sense." 
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‘^How can we best get these thoughts across?” 

We thereupon prepared a telegram to Minister Lane based on the 
memorandum, with some necessary changes, and sent it on February 22, 

The following day Lane cabled that the Prince Regent’s mood, while 
not optimistic, seemed much more determined after he had read the mes- 
sage. Prince Paul said Yugoslavia would sign with Germany no political 
agreement impairing Jugoslav sovereignty and would resist aggression. 
Under no conditions would Yugoslavia sign the Tripartite Pact or par- 
ticipate in the ‘‘new order in Europe,” which amounted to the same thing. 

Then, on March i, Bulgaria signed the Axis pact and German troops 
began immediately to occupy that country, and to move toward the Greek 
border. The cables we now received from our diplomatic missions showed 
that Turkey would not undertake any military action even if Greece were 
invaded; that no progress had been made toward a Turkish- Yugoslav 
understanding; that Greece would not submit to the German threat and 
would receive all possible aid from the British; and that Yugoslav resist- 
ance was uncertain. 

Lord Halifax came to me on March 3 to inquire whether we would 
supply Turkey with war materials direct or whether this should be done 
by or through Britain, I replied that it was my understanding that my 
Government would cooperate to the fullest possible extent in supplying 
war materials to Turkey under appropriate circumstances. 

The following day the President froze Bulgarian credits in the 
United States. In reply to a request from Minister Lane, I authorized him 
on March 5 to m^ke the President’s February 22 message to the Regent 
known to the Prime Minister, and the substance of it to other Govern- 
ment leaders, in an eftort to bolster Yugoslav resistance. 

Prime Minister Churchill cabled the President on March 10 that the 
“concerted influence” of our Chiefs of Mission at Moscow, Ankara, and 
Belgrade would be of enormous value at the moment. Mr. Churchill hoped 
we could induce the Soviet Government to give assurances to Turkey 
which would assist its Government in withstanding German penetration. 

I thereupon sent the President a memorandum on March 12, in which 
I recited the various actions we had already taken in the Balkans and 
said: “I am satisfied that we here, and our representatives in that area 
have done everything that could possibly be done to bolster up the re- 
sistance of the Balkan Governments to penetration and occupation by the 
German forces,” I informed Mr. Roosevelt that I had been told by Balkan 
representatives here — and I believed it to be true — that the only further 
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Step that would be of real help would be the promise by the British Gov- 
ernment to lend material military aid with air and ground forces to the 
Yugoslav and Turkish Governments in the event they found it necessary 
to resist the entrance or passage of German troops. 

I added that I had already transmitted this suggestion to British 
Ambassador Halifax when I saw him several days previously. 

Turkish Ambassador Mehmet Munir Ertegun called on me on March 
15 to inform me of certain assurances that the President of Turkey had 
received from Hitler relative to the German occupation of Bulgaria. Al- 
though I thanked the Ambassador for his information, I remarked: 

“Hitler took this communication out of his stock on hand of similar 
communications. He has been sending these to each of the dozen countries 
he has occupied or conquered. He seems to contemplate sending them to 
countries whose seizure he has in mind for the future.’’ 

The Ambassador smiled and promptly agreed. 

On the same day Minister Lane cabled from Belgrade that the Prime 
Minister had indicated to the British Minister in Belgrade that Yugo- 
slavia would sign a nonaggression pact with Germany, but would not 
sign the Tripartite Pact with its clause permitting the military occupation 
of Yugoslavia. The following day Lane cabled that Prince Paul had taken 
the same position. 

But German pressure was increasing, the Yugoslav Government’s 
resistance decreasing. Lane cabled on March 19 a statement by Assistant 
Foreign Minister Smiljanic that adherence to the Tripartite Pact was 
under consideration. He cabled again on March 21 that adherence to the 
Axis pact, excluding any military clauses, was imminent. Two days later 
he reported that the Yugoslav Government had decided to sign the pact, 
with reservations, and on March 24 he cabled that Yugoslavia would sign 
the pact in Vienna the following day. Lane argued forcefully with the 
Regent and the Prime Minister, using again the various points we had 
made in our telegrams to Belgrade, but without being able to change their 
conviction that signing the pact could not be avoided. 

The President issued an order freezing Yugoslav assets in this country 
on March 24, when it became clear that Yugoslavia would sign with 
Germany. 

The Yugoslav Government duly entered the Tripartite Pact— but 
an adverse popular* reaction broke out almost immediately. Britain’s and 
our various representations of support in case Yugoslavia resisted had 
seemingly had the effect only of postponing the Yugoslav Government’s 
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acceptance of the Axis pact, but they undoubtedly had the further effect 
of helping to solidify popular resistance to that acceptance. A coup d^itat 
occurred early in the morning of March 27, young King Peter assumed 
control of the country, the Regent resigned, and General Simovic became 
Premier. Yugoslavia had regained her independence, if only for the 
moment. 

President Roosevelt the following day cabled his best wishes to King 
Peter. 

Ten days after the coup d^itat the Germans launched their attack on 
Yugoslavia and Greece. On that day, April 6 , 1 issued a public statement,, 
saying: ^‘The barbaric invasion of Yugoslavia and the attempt to an- 
nihilate that country by brute force is but another chapter in the present 
planned movement of attempted world conquest and domination. Another 
small nation has been assaulted by the forces of aggression and is further 
-proof that there are no geographical limitations or bounds of any kind to 
their movement for world: conquest.” 

I emphasized the sympathy of tlie American people for Yugoslavia 
and our intention to send military and other supplies to Yugoslavia as 
speedily as possible. The President spoke to the same effect in a message 
to King Peter on April 8. 

I cabled our Legations in Sofia, Bucharest, and Budapest on April 7 
to make clear to the Bulgarian, Rumanian, and Hungarian Governments, 
respectively, how we would regard their support of any aggressive acts 
against Yugoslavia. I said that we here were directing all our efforts under 
existing law toward helping those nations that were defending them- 
selves against aggression, and I assumed our representatives were using all 
information coming to them from this country to stress the scope of our 
determination. Subsequently, however, Hungary attacked Yugoslavia, and 
Bulgaria attacked both Greece and Yugoslavia. 

Hitler’s rapid conquest of Yugoslavia and Greece is a matter of 
record. Important, however, was the fact that Yugoslavia resisted. Ger- 
man divisions therefore had to be employed in the Balkans that could 
have made considerable difference during the invasion of Russia two 
months later. Had we not taken the strong diplomatic steps we took, and 
had Britain not sent an expeditionary force to Greece, Yugoslavia might 
have given in without a struggle, and the Nazi occupation divisions 
tangled in the Balkans might have been thrown decisively into the cli- 
mactic struggle in the December snows at the gates of Moscow. 

Germany’s might now touched the shores of the Aegean and the 
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Adriatic. At about the same time the British forces in Libya, weakened 
by the dispatch of troops to Greece, were sent reeling back toward Egypt. 
It looked as if Hitler might extend himself across North Africa and come 
out upon the Atlantic. 

We therefore had to face new problems at once in our contribution 
to the winning of the Battle of the Atlantic. 



67 : Battle of the Atlantic 


AS HITLER INTENSIFIED his sea war against Britain in the 
Atlantic by using more and better underwater and surface warships, it 
became incumbent upon us to take a series of important steps in the diplo- 
matic field to aid in defeating his efforts to strangle the United Kifigdom. 

It was evident to the President and me and to American military 
authorities that the year 1941 was perhaps the crucial one for Britain. 
Shipping losses were averaging twice and thrice her capacity to replace 
them. Our production of war materials was increasing by leaps and 
bounds, but the increase meant little unless it could be transported to the 
United Kingdom for use. 

We knew that Germany was exerting ever greater pressure on the 
Vichy Government to obtain bases in French North and West Africa from 
which German submarines could operate. She was bringing pressure on 
the Spanish Government toward a similar end. At the same time a Nazi 
threat to Greenland became evident. 

The whole question of the defense of Greenland had been under dis- 
cussion at the White House, at the State, War, and Navy Departments, 
and with the British and Canadians during a large part of 1940 and into 
1941, but it was not until April 9^ 1941, three days after Hitler^s invasion 
of Yugoslavia and Greece, that it came to a head with the signing of an 
agreement for our protection of the gigantic island. 

The British and Canadians had been pressing us to establish an air- 
field in Greenland to assist in the transport of warplanes, under their own 
power, from Canada to the United Kingdom, or to agree that they them- 
selves should do so. In March, with the approval of the President, we 
agreed to send a survey expedition to Greenland for this purpose. We had 
had prior consultation with Danish Minister de Kauffmann and with 
Greenland authorities, who urged us to proceed. 

On March 12 I addressed a letter to Secretary of the Navy Knox 
enclosing a general letter of instruction for the guidance of the senior 
officer of the expedition. I outlined our political thinking toward Green- 
land, saying: 

“As a result of Greenland’s geographical location in the Western 
Hemisphere and inclusion within the general scope of the Monroe Doc- 
trine, and by reason of obligations toward the Western Hemisphere arising 
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out of the adherence by this Government to the Act of Havana in July, 
1940, the United States also has a certain dominant interest in Greenland 
arising out of considerations of national and hemispheric defense. Under 
the Monroe Doctrine and the Act of Havana, the United States could not 
tolerate an attack upon Greenland by any non-American power or an 
attempt by such a power to alter the present political status of the island. 
Accordingly, since the outbreak of the present war in Europe, the United 
States has endeavored to guard against Greenland’s being drawn into the 
sphere of belligerent activities and at the same time to maintain scrupu- 
lous respect for Danish sovereignty in Greenland which has long been 
recognized by our Government.” 

We next drew up the draft of a projected agreement between the 
United States and Denmark entitling us to lease certain airfields in Green- 
land. This Assistant Secretary Berle handed the Danish Minister on 
March 28. 

I cabled our Consul James K. Penfield at Godthaab, Greenland, on 
April 4, informing him of the decision we had arrived at that the 
construction and subsequent protection of Greenland’s defense facili- 
ties should be under United States jurisdiction solely. I added that, by 
reason of recent European developments affecting the North Atlantic and 
the security of this country and this continent, we had exchanged views 
informally with Minister de Kauffmann relative to steps not inconsistent 
with Denmark’s sovereignty over Greenland which we might take to pro- 
tect Greenland against being used as a point of attack on the American 
continent by a non-American Power. 

The President on the following day authorized the allocation of 
$5,000,000 for the construction of aviation bases in Greenland. 

When the Danish Minister signed the agreement on April 9, he knew 
and we knew he was performing a brave act, because the reaction from his 
Government, under the influence of the Germans occupying Denmark, 
might be serious. De Kauffmann said he believed that in executing the 
agreement he was doing the best thing possible for his King and his 
country. 

The reaction was not long in coming. On April 12, our Charge in 
Copenhagen, Mahlon F. Perkins, cabled a note from Danish Foreign Min- 
ister Eric Scavenius protesting the agreement and stating that Minister 
de Kauffmann had been recalled. 

Two days later the Danish Minister handed me a note informing us 
of his Government’s attitude toward the agreement, of his own recall, and 
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of his own attitude. He stated his belief that his Government, in conveying 
this reaction, was acting under duress from the German occupying forces. 

I replied at once that my Government likewise considered that the 
Danish Government was acting in this respect under duress Consequently, 
I said, we did not recognize the order of recall and would continue to 
recognize him as the Minister of Denmark in Washington. 

De Kauffmann said that, in the light of the military occupation of 
Denmark, he considered it his duty as a loyal envoy to continue to repre- 
sent the interests of his country as he saw them, rather than the mere 
paper orders which might proceed from Copenhagen. I replied: “We con- 
sider this to be the true representation of Denmark.’’ 

Charge Perkins cabled me from Copenhagen on April 13 his opinion 
that the general Danish reaction to the Greenland agreement was one of 
relief and satisfaction. On April 16 he reported that our action had caused 
great satisfaction among all classes in Denmark since it was regarded as 
enabling Denmark to make some contribution to the struggle against the 
forces of aggression as well as insuring Danish sovereignty in Greenland. 

Obviously the Germans were enraged at the action of Minister de 
Kauffmann in agreeing that we could establish airfields in Greenland, and 
were bringing all the pressure they could on the Danish Government to 
get his head. For, on April 16, Charge Perkins cabled me a note from the 
Danish Foreign Minister transmitting a letter from King Christian of 
Denmark to President Roosevelt recalling De Kauffmann. On the follow- 
ing day I received a cable from the Danish Foreign Minister informing 
me of the King’s letter to the President and of the appointment of a 
Charge d’Affaires (Mr. Blechingberg, Counselor of the Danish Legation 
here) to care for Danish interests in this country until De Kauffmann 
could be replaced. 

I was then studying a long memorandum the President had sent me 
on April 15. He began this by saying: “Here is a thought. What is your 
comment? I should like to send a telegram from me personally to the King 
of Denmark personally along the following lines.” 

He then recalled the occupation of Denmark on April 9, 1940, and 
our recognition of the duress under which the Government of Denmark 
was compelled to act. That Government, in his judgment, had ceased to 
retain full independence of views and of actions. 

The President reviewed the respect maintained by the United States 
during more than a century for the Danish possessions in the Western 
Hemisphere. He stated that the use of Greenland for military, air, or 
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naval purposes by any non-American nation, except Denmark, would vio- 
late the integrity of the Western Hemisphere, and that efforts toward such 
use had been made by Germany, as indicated by the fact that German 
planes had already flown over Greenland. 

He promised: “Just as soon as the untrammeled sovereignty of Den- 
mark is reestablished, full control of Greenland will return to Denmark 
with our approval and blessing. In the meantime, it is necessary for the 
United States to act in a sense as the trustee for Denmark during the 
period of duress. 

“We are seeking to save Greenland from the control of a different 
non-American nation which has never had any color of interest or sover- 
eignty in Greenland and which in any event must be excluded from such 
sovereignty.” 

He concluded with the hope that the Danish people would before long 
return to full independence. 

After the cable came in from the King of Denmark recalling De 
Kauffmann, the President sent me a further memorandum on April 18, 
asking me to let him have a draft of a reply at the earliest possible 
moment, 

Mr. Roosevelt commented in this memorandum that the appointment 
of Minister de Kauffmann was a free and untrammeled act on the part of 
the King, whereas most unfortunately, since April 9, 1940, the actions 
of the Danish Government must be considered as taken under the duress 
of German occupation. 

He stated that the United States recognized the sovereignty of Den- 
mark over Greenland, but the United States could not agree to a change 
of sovereignty to another European nation. German planes, he added, had 
been flying over Greenland and, in the light of the history of the past year 
and a half, there could be no assurance against German occupation of 
Greenland. 

W’e drafted a reply, following closely the lines of the President’s 
memoranda, and I sent it on April 19 to the President who was then at 
Hyde Park. I received his “ 0 ,K,” the same day and cabled the note that 
evening to Copenhagen. 

The previous day I had already cabled Charg6 Perkins my reply to 
Foreign Minister Scavenius, which embraced much the same arguments 
we stated in the President’s reply to King Christian. 

The German pressure at Copenhagen, however, was too strong for 
mere argument. Perkins cabled on April 26 a second message from King 
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Christian to the President. The King said De Kauffmann had exceeded his 
authority in signing the Greenland agreement, the agreement was invalid, 
and our continued recognition of him as Danish Minister would be tanta- 
mount to making impossible diplomatic contact in Washington between 
Denmark and the United States. Foreign Minister Scavenius elaborated 
these points in a message to me at the same time. 

At the State Department we drew up a reply for the President, which 
he approved on May s, and we cabled it to Copenhagen. The President 
expressed his great distress that the King had found it necessary to char- 
acterize as unjustified the measures our Government deemed essential, no 
less in the interests of Danish sovereignty over Greenland than for the 
protection of the Western Hemisphere. He likewise regretted the King^s 
statement with regard to De Kauffmann. He said he was confident that the 
Danish Government would find it possible to maintain completely friendly 
relations with us through our Charge in Copenhagen. 

In my reply on the following day to Foreign Minisier Scavenius I 
amplified what the President had said, and emphasized that we would not 
withdraw recognition of De Kauffmann. The Danish Foreign Minister re- 
plied on May 17, saying that relations maintained through our Charge in 
Copenhagen would not afford adequate protection to Danish interests in 
this country. Again asking that we accept a Danish career officer as 
Charg6 d’Affaires ad interim in Washington, he said that otherwise Den- 
mark would be forced to entrust the representation of its interests in the 
United States to another neutral country. 

I replied on June 3 that we would find it out of the question to rec- 
ognize any other person, or any other Danish diplomatic officer, or any 
third country, as having the capacity to represent Danish interests in the 
United States. I countered his opinion that relations through our Charge 
in Copenhagen would be inadequate by recalling that the Danish Govern- 
ment had used that channel satisfactorily to present its views on various 
occasions, including the present situation. 

And thus the matter rested. In our eyes De Kauffmann continued to 
be the Danish Minister in Washington, but not in the official eyes of his 
Government. What relations we had with the Danish Government were 
conducted through our Legation in Copenhagen. 

Our diplomatic action in the Battle of the Atlantic had to envisage 
the possibility that Hitler might occupy Spain and Portugal and their 
Atlantic islands, including the Canaries and the Azores. Persistent reports 
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came to us from many sources during the spring of 1941 concerning 
Hitler’s ambitions in that direction. 

I sent telegrams on April 10 to our Ambassador in Madrid, Alexander 
W. Weddell, and our Minister in Lisbon, Bert Fish, stressing the obliga- 
tion of all this Government’s representatives abroad, at this crucial time 
in the fight against totalitarian aggression on a world-wide scale, to make 
the greatest contribution within their power to the successful outcome of 
the fight. I said it had been made abundantly clear by the people and the 
Government of this country that “we do not intend to stand on the side- 
lines but that on the contrary we do intend to play our part in resistance 
against the forces of aggression.” 

Therefore, I emphasized, our representatives, and in fact all Ameri- 
can citizens abroad, were called upon to reflect in their conversation and 
in their bearing our absolute determination to follow this struggle through 
until a successful conclusion was reached, I said the President depended 
on our Chiefs of Mission to make clear to public opinion in Spain and 
Portugal, respectively, and to the civil and military Government leaders 
of those countries the extent of our national determination and effort to 
resist the aggressive powers. 

I expressed my confidence that the Chiefs of Mission would lose no 
opportunity, when talking with these Government leaders and in any other 
possible way, to stress again and again the significance of our stand and 
to emphasize our certainty that the aggressive forces would lose. I added 
that the Chiefs of Mission should feel no hesitancy in setting forth our 
convictions and our determination in the strongest terms. 

I concluded that it was our conviction that a forceful and continuous 
setting forth of our position and of the extent of our effort against ag- 
gression would have a salutary effect in such countries as Portugal and 
Spain which so far had taken no direct part in the conflict, and would 
greatly assist in offsetting the cumulative effect of Axis propaganda. 

Later that month I sent similar telegrams to our Missions at Helsinki 
and Stockholm, and also to Rome for the guidance of our Mission to the 
Vatican. 

As rumors spread that the United States intended to occupy the 
Azores to keep them from falling into German hands, I assured the Portu- 
guese Minister on April 18 that these reports were entirely without 
foundation. Nevertheless, if Germany had made a move to take the 
Azores, we were prepared to occupy them, and the President gave instruc- 
tions to this effect to Adnural Stark, Chief of Naval Operations, on May 
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22, 1941. The President soon thereafter had exchanges of views with 
Prime Minister Churchill, Prime Minister Salazar of Portugal, and Presi- 
dent Vargas of Brazil (Portugal being the mother country of Brazil) on 
this subject. We were in general agreement with Britain that we would 
occupy the Azores if Hitler sought to seize them. President Vargas was 
approached to learn whether Brazil would send a token force along with 
ours in the event occupation of the Azores became necessary. We felt that 
a Brazilian force alongside ours would have a beneficial effect on Portu- 
guese public opinion in such case and would offset German propaganda 
against us in Portugal. 

In May we approached the Latin American countries to inquire 
whether, on their own initiative, they would appeal to the Spanish Gov- 
ernment to remain out of the war. When British Ambassador Lord Hali- 
fax suggested to me on May 21, however, that a joint statement be made 
by Great Britain, the United States, and the Latin American countries 
appealing to Spain not to enter into an alliance with Germany, I said I 
doubted the wisdom of it at this time, but that each country might well 
proceed in its own way. 

Along with the President, I sought to point out to Americans what 
the Battle of the Atlantic meant to us, and what our role In it should be. 
Many Americans were still saying that it made no difference to the 
United States whether Germany or England won out. 

Speaking to the thirty-fifth annual meeting of the American Society 
of International Law, of which I was president, I said on April 24: ''Some 
among us . . . still contend that our country need not resist until armed 
forces of an invader shall have crossed the boundary line of this hemi- 
sphere. But this merely means that there would be no resistance by the 
hemisphere, including the United States, until the invading countries had 
acquired complete control of the other four continents and of the high seas, 
and thus had obtained every possible strategic advantage, reducing us to 
the corresponding disadvantage of a severely handicapped defense. This is 
an utterly shortsighted and extremely dangerous view.” 

I continued that events had shown beyond possible question that the 
safety of the hemisphere and of the United States called for resistance 
wherever resistance would be most effective. "In my judgment,” I said, 
"our safety and security require that, in accordance with the declared 
policy of the legislative and executive branches of the Government, aid 
must be supplied without hesitation to Great Britain and those other 
countries that are resisting the sweep of the general conflagration. This 
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policy means, in practical application, that such aid must reach its destina- 
tion in the shortest of time and in maximum quantity. So ways must be 
found to do this.” 

Replying to those who said it made no difference to us who won the 
war, I pointed out that evidence had been piling up over several years 
which made it perfectly plain that one group of powers actually had de- 
signs both upon the New World and upon the principles, the possessions, 
and the way of life that were ours. Our freedom and wealth inevitably 
made us magnets for their machine of force. 

“Yes,” I concluded, “it makes a difference who wins — the dif- 
ference between whether we stand with our backs to the wall with the 
other four continents against us and the high seas lost, alone defending 
the last free territories on earth, or whether we keep our place in an or- 
derly world.” 

The President in a radio address on May 27 pointed out the dangers 
to us inherent in the Battle of the Atlantic. Simultaneously he proclaimed 
the existence of an unlimited national emergency requiring the strengthen- 
ing of our defenses to the extreme limit of our national power and author- 
ity. He had discussed this proclamation with me in preceding daj^s, and I 
was in agreement that the time had come to issue it The Nazis, he said 
in his address, “have the armed power at any moment to occupy Spain 
and Portugal; and that threat extends not only to French North Africa 
and the western end of the Mediterranean, but also to the Atlantic fort- 
ress of Dakar, and to the island outposts of the New World — the Azores 
and the Cape Verde Islands. The Cape Verde Islands are only seven 
hours distant from Brazil by bomber or troop-carrying planes. They 
dominate shipping routes to and from the South Atlantic. The war is 
approaching the brink of the Western Hemisphere itself. It is coming very 
close to home.” 

Part of our contribution in the Battle of the Atlantic was to obtain 
more shipping with which to get our war materials and other supplies to 
the United Kingdom, The President asked Congress on April 10 for 
authority to requisition foreign ships lying idle in our ports. These had 
already been tsdcen into protective custody by the Coast Guard. We at 
the State Department assisted in the preparation of his message and in 
the drafting of the legislation. Congress passed the bill, which became 
law on June 6. 

While the bill was pending, I received protests against it from the 
German and Italian Embassies on the ground that it would constitute 
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a breach of neutrality and represent the seizure of foreign-owned private 
property contrary to law. In a reply to thelSerman Charge, Dr. Thomsen, 
I said: “The right of a Government to requisition for public use private 
property within its jurisdiction, whether owned by nationals or by aliens, 
subject to the payment of just compensation, is not open to question. . . . 
Determination of the needs of the national defense of the United States is 
not a matter to be passed upon by a foreign government; rather it is a 
sovereign prerogative of the United States.” 

After negotiations with the British Government, which had held out 
since April, 1940, against the use of the forty Danish ships in our ports 
unless they flew the British flag, we requisitioned the vessels and put them 
to work, largely with their own crews. The new shipping we thus acquired 
was vitally needed because of the desperate character of the war in the 
Atlantic. We did not make use of the Axis ships until after Pearl Harbor. 

The question whether to ask Congress to repeal parts of the Neu- 
trality Act so as to permit American ships to be armed and to carry cargoes 
directly to Britain was much under discussion in and out of the Adminis- 
tration during the spring of 1941, However desirable the repeal would be, 
I believed it inadvisable to make the request of Congress at that time 
because the isolationist sentiment in both the Senate and the House was 
still strong. I felt that these influential isolationists would take advantage 
of the debate to delay action perhaps for many months and still further 
divide public opinion. Following my April 24 speech I had received 1,700 
telegrams and letters, of which 600 were favorable, while 1,100 opposed 
further action on our part, a considerable number of them severely criticiz- 
ing me for being too warlike. The strength of this sentiment in the House 
was proven in August when the extension of the Selective Service Act was 
approved by one lone vote — 203 to 202, 

The President, in our discussions on this point, felt as I did. He had 
also talked with Attorney General Jackson who believed that some pro- 
visions of the Neutrality Act were open to liberal interpretation which 
would permit us to assist Britain without obtaining their repeal. 

In May Secretaries Stimson and Knox delivered speeches in which 
they both came out publicly for repeal of the Neutrality Act. At the 
following Cabinet meeting I spoke out strongly against these speeches on 
the grounds that they would stir up public controversy and arouse un- 
necessary opposition to the Administration. The President backed me up 
and agreed that the time had not yet come to request repeal of the Act. 

We took a series of actions, however, to accelerate our aid to Britain. 


2 
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As British forces in Libya were thrown back toward Eg5^t, it became 
evident that if the British were to hold Egypt the United States had to 
rush military supplies to that area, and the only way to get a sufficient 
quantity there was to send them in American ships. At that time, how- 
ever, a combat area under the Neutrality Act existed at the mouth of 
the Red Sea which excluded American vessels. 

I therefore wrote the President on April lo, enclosing for his con- 
sideration a proclamation modifying the combat area proclamation of 
June II, 1940, in such a way as to eliminate this combat zone and permit 
American vessels to proceed to Suez. Mr. Roosevelt agreed immediately, 
and we issued the proclamation the following day. 

On that day, April ii, I sent the President another memorandum 
submitting for his approval our reply acquiescing in a British request of 
April 7 that British merchant ships equipped with fighter aircraft for 
purely defensive purposes be permitted to enter our ports. The President 
returned this with his O.K, 

Senator George, acting chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations* 
Committee, wrote me on April 16 requesting my comment on a joint reso- 
lution introduced in Congress to prohibit the use of American armed 
forces, vessels, and aircraft for transporting, delivering, or conveying 
articles or materials to belligerent countries. I did not believe the time 
had yet come to modify the Neutrality Act, but I also did not believe it 
wise for Congress to pass a prohibition of this kind. It would discourage 
the Allies, encourage the Axis. I replied to Senator George on April 29, 
recommending against passage. I said it was ‘‘manifest that its passage 
would be misunderstood abroad’’ 

German attacks on American shipping in the Atlantic began to 
create a new situation under which repeal of certain sections of the Neu- 
trality Act became possible later in the year. The first of these incidents 
was the sinking of the American merchantman Robin Moor by a German 
submarine in the South Atlantic on May 21, 1941. The sinking was 
atrocious because the German submarine commander knew from the 
Robin Moor markings, flag, and the statements of her crew that she was 
American, en route from New York to Capetown, with a general cargo 
none of which was war materials. The crew and passengers were forced to 
put out in small boats many hundreds of miles from shore. 

The President sent a message to Congress on June 20 concerning the 
sinking, in which he said: “We must take the sinking of the Robin Moor 
as a warning to the United States not to resist the Nazi movement of 
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world conquest. It is a warning that the United States may use the high 
seas of the world only with Nazi consent*” 

We took other actions stronger than words. The President issued an 
Executive Order on June 14 freezing all German and Italian assets in the 
United States, as well as those of the European occupied countries not 
already frozen, such as Albania, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Danzig, and 
Poland. In the next few days we ordered the closing of all German and 
Italian Consulates and certain other Axis agencies in the United States 
on the ground that their personnel had been engaging in improper activi- 
ties, These activities included espionage, propaganda, and interfering in 
our internal affairs. 

We sent a circular telegram on June 19 to the other American Repub- 
lics pointing out that the German personnel were persona non grata be- 
cause of their improper activities, some of which fell within the meaning 
of a resolution adopted by the Havana Conference in 1940 regarding 
activities against domestic institutions directed from abroad. We said 
we hoped that, if any of these Germans sought admission to any of the 
other American Republics, the dangerous character of thdjr activities 
would be taken into consideration by the Governments concerned. 

Naturally the German and Italian Governments reacted by closing 
our Consulates in their countries. We agreed, but we categorically rejected 
the Axis allegations that our consular officials had acted in a manner in- 
compatible with their duties. 

As the German submarine menace came closer to our side of the 
world in the summer of 1941, our patrol activities in the Atlantic increased 
in intensity, A portion of the Pacific fleet came to the Atlantic during the 
spring. These patrol activities were still for information only. We avoided 
clashes with the Germans, but at the same time we wanted to keep 
German submarines from Western Hemisphere waters and to protect 
American and other shipping in this area. The isolationist element in the 
United States, of course, violently opposed any movements of American 
naval vessels out into the Atlantic for this purpose. 

The Western Hemisphere Neutrality Zone which the President and 
Welles had evolved and the Panama City Conference had agreed to in 
1939 had fizzled out because it was impossible to maintain a definitely 
demarcated zone under international law or to obtain the belligerents’ 
consent to it. The President, however, had agreed to my idea of a flexible 
zone. I maintained to him that we and the other American Republics 
had the right under self-defense to send our naval patrols out to any 
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distance from our coast we felt necessary to protect the security of the 
hemisphere. That distance might be greater or less, depending on the 
intensity of belligerent activities near the Western Hemisphere. 

The acquisition of our ninety-nine-year leases to British bases in 
Newfoundland, the western Atlantic, and the Caribbean gave us added 
reason to move our patrols farther oilt to sea. Gradually our patrols ex- 
tended to Newfoundland. The British soon moved up to Newfoundland 
their ships protecting the Canadian coast and generally operated to the 
north and east, while we patrolled the waters south of our Newfoundland 
base on down to South America. 

Later, as the German submarine menace increased, I suggested that 
the flexible patrol line running south from the American base in New- 
foundland could, without publicity, be gradually moved out into the North 
Atlantic. The President agreed, and this course was pursued until Pearl 
Harbor. Our outside line then ran south from a point due east of our 
Newfoundland base and skirted the Azores. 

In the North Atlantic we took a major step in our own protection 
by sending an occupation force to Iceland at the beginning of July, to 
release the British troops there. This matter had been under discussion 
for many months. As early as December 24, 1940, Consul Bertel E. 
Kuniholm in Reykjavik sent me a request from Icelandic Foreign 
Minister Stefdn Johan SteMnsson for our reaction to a possible appeal 
by the Althing (Parliament) for American protection of the island. 
Stefdnsson said he was concerned over the possibility that, should the 
British position deteriorate, Iceland might be subject to conquest by 
Germany. 

I replied on January 18 that we sympathized with his apprehension 
and would continue to give most serious^ consideration to our relations with 
Iceland, but that we wished to make no commitments at that time. We 
wanted to retain our full freedom of action so that we might be in posi- 
tion effectively to meet any situation affecting our interests that might 
arise. 

During the following months Consul Kuniholm sent a series of reports 
indicating an increasing amount of German air and submarine activity in 
the vicinity of Iceland. British Ambassador Halifax gave me on May 7 
a report that Iceland was threatened by German occupation. I told him 
the entire matter was receiving attention at the Navy Department. 

The Icelandic Althing announced on May 17 that it did not intend 
to renew the union with Denmark, and that it would elect a regent to 
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function until the union could be formally dissolved. We would therefore 
not face in Copenhagen the same difficulties over Iceland we had experi- 
enced over Greenland. We could now deal directly with Reykjavik. 

In June the British indicated to us that they were prepared to see 
their troops in Iceland replaced by American forces. The President then 
decided to go through with the operation. It would be a material contri- 
bution to the winning of the Battle of the Atlantic. 

After the decision was reached, Prime Minister Churchill sent the 
President a message on June 14 saying: “I am much encouraged by . . . 
your marines taking over that cold place and I hope that once the first 
instalment has arrived you will give full publicity to it. It would give us 
hope to face the long haul that lies ahead. It would also produce the best 
effects in Spain, Vichy France, and Turkey.” 

Here was striking support for the belief I had entertained for years 
that events throughout the world were closely interwoven, and that a 
major development in one country could not but influence other countries 
however far removed. It was rather startling to reflect that what we did 
in Iceland might have an effect in far-off Turkey, but I fully realized it 
could. 

As for Vichy France, I knew that the various steps we took in the 
Battle of the Atlantic could not but affect this difficult area of our foreign 
relations. 
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OUR RELATIONS WITH the Vichy Government plunged to a 
low and dangerous depth in the first half of 1941. As the year began, the 
British opened their offensive against the Italians in Libya, and soon 
further confirmation was given to the demonstration already made in 
Greece that Mussolini’s vaunted might was boast and show. But the de- 
feat of the Italians in North Africa nourished the well grounded fear 
in London and Washington that Hitler would either invade French North 
Africa or bring tlie utmost pressure on Vichy to grant him vantage points 
from which to aid the Italians in Libya. Ceaselessly we devoted our diplo- 
matic efforts both at Vichy and in French North Africa to preventing the 
Retain Government from succumbing to Hitler’s pressure. 

At the opening of 1941 we were acting as a channel for discussions 
between the British and Vichy. Britain was hoping to induce the Petain 
GoWnment to resume the fight against Germany from North Africa. On 
December 29, 1940, we had transmitted to Vichy on Britain’s behalf a 
formal proposal that, if the French Government decided to cross to North 
Africa, or to resume the war there against Italy and Germany, Britain 
would send a strong expeditionary force up to six divisions and an air 
force to aid in defending Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia. 

As the Vichy Government paid little heed to this proposal, I cabled 
Leahy on January 13 that Churchill had informed the President he was 
concerned lest Petain had not realized the concrete importance of the Brit- 
ish proposal. Later, on January ?9, I cabled Leahy again that Britain 
would facilitate the mobilization and departure of the French naval squad- 
ron at Alexandria if the French Government would cross to North Africa 
and resume the fight from there. 

Britain’s proposals came to naught. But it is interesting to note — 
in view of the criticism that came from British sources in 1940 and 1941 
against our policy of maintaining relations with Vichy — that Britain her- 
self was in frequent contact with Vichy. Furthermore, the British regularly 
studied our diplomatic reports from Vichy, which we turned over to them, 
although they did not always believe them. 

Leahy’s first cables to the President and me, following his arrival 
at Vichy, were none too encouraging. Darlan was convinced that Germany 
would win and that France’s future lay with Hitler, not with Britain 
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whom he violently disliked. Petain was physically unable to perform the 
work he had assumed, and was very sensitive to German pressure. The 
Germans were using every means to return Laval to the Cabinet since 
they calculated he would collaborate loo per cent with them; but here 
Petain, who entertained a bitter hatred toward Laval, was adamant. Dar- 
Ian, who in February became Vice Premier, Foreign Minister, and Minis- 
ter of the Interior, in addition to Minister of Marine which he already 
was, held frequent and suspicious conversations with the Germans. 

We had two weapons in the arsenal of our diplomacy toward Vichy, 
in addition to the constant representations we made on the possibility of 
Vichy’s exceeding the terms of the armistice with Germany. One was 
relief supplies to unoccupied France, and the other was economic rela- 
tions with French North Africa, built around General Weygand. 

Almost immediately after his arrival in Vichy, Admiral Leahy urged 
that we dispatch food and clothing to unoccupied France so that the Ger- 
mans might not use the widespread misery of the people as a lever to 
swing the P6tain Government to open collaboration. 

To do so, however, we would have to obtain a relaxation of the 
British blockade, and Britain had formally stated on December lo, 1940, 
that she could not consent to food shipments to France since they would 
indirectly aid the Germans and thereby postpone the liberation of the 
very people they were designed to help. We had already accepted this 
view in principle, but through the Red Cross we did make shipments of 
medical supplies and food for children in unoccupied France. These were 
gratefully received and proved to the French people and Government that 
the United States would be a friend as long as Vichy did not make us an 
enemy. 

When British Ambassador Halifax came to my office on February 10, 
I said that the food situation in unoccupied France would gradually 
become more acute. “It’s the hope of my Government,” I added, “that the 
British Government will not be too inflexible in their attitude toward this 
matter.” We were then prospecting the idea of sending several shiploads 
of food to unoccupied France. 

Our policy of limited relief to unoccupied France, however, was much 
less important in its long-range effects than our economic policy toward 
French North Africa. Robert D. Murphy, whom we had sent from Vichy 
to North Africa in December, spent a month there and made me a compre- 
hensive report of his findings. Weygand, as well as Pierre Boisson, Gov- 
ernor General of French West Africa, both assured him repeatedly that 
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they wanted a British victory but that, in any event, thqr were deter- 
mined to oppose any German effort to dominate French Africa, although 
at the same time they were resolved to remain loyal to P 4 tain. Weygand 
and his associates furnished Murphy an elaborate analysis of their eco- 
nomic needs. They said the United States alone could bring salvation — ^the 
sooner the better because they feared lest the Germans should force the 
issue of North Africa in the spring and they wanted North Africa to be 
strong enough to resist effectively. 

Both before and after Murphy’s report, we held conversations at the 
State Department with representatives of the British Embassy to obtain 
a sufhcient lifting of the blockade to permit the carrying out of an eco- 
nomic accord with North Africa. At first the British strongly demurred. 
Finally we handed the British, on January 27, a written statement of our 
proposal. We said that resumption of trade with French Morocco was 
desirable since without it the internal political situation might disintegrate. 
Also, it would keep the door open to a possible move of the French 
Government from France to Morocco, and would better enable General 
W^gand to maintain his position of opposition to a German invasion of 
French North Africa. 

Britain replied with a note on February 7, agreeing in principle with 
our proposal, and also expressing her willingness to include Tunisia and 
Algeria along with Morocco — ^but adding a number of conditions. Among 
these was that we should press for the release of British and neutral ship- 
ping in Moroccan ports and get written^ undertakings from General Wey- 
gand as to his future attitude. 

We were not too cordial to Britam’s reply. Since dur thought was to 
fortify French Morocco economically, we did not relish the conditions 
Britain sought to attach to our project. Seeing Halifax on February ro, I 
said to him point-blank that this Government was going forward with 
its arrangements to send gasoline, sugar, and certain other staple com- 
modities to French Africa. 

When Halifax remarked that Britain had hoped we would agree 
with her that our shipments should be made contingent on the turning 
over to the British of six or eight vessels in the Tangier-Moroccan area, I 
replied: “I believe we can be of more help to Britain in this matter by 
pursuing our course of conciliation and offering relief of food and goods 
than we could by making the turning over of the ships a condition pre- 
cedent.” I added that Britain, of course, could pursue her own policy in 
this rei^ect. 



STRUGGLE WITH VICHY 


9SI 


Three days later we sent the British Embassy a note stating flatly 
that, in our opinion, it was urgently necessary to resume trade relations 
on a restricted basis with French North Africa if we were to prevent an 
economic breakdown in that area which might have far-reaching, perhaps 
disastrous, consequences. We had therefore decided to authorize at once 
the unblocking of the necessary funds to permit the shipment of a tanker 
of petroleum products to Casablanca, This would be the first step' in a 
program the United States Government proposed to pursue with a view 
to furnishing minimum and urgently needed supplies to French North 
Africa. 

We immediately instructed Murphy to work out an agreement with 
Weygand for the shipment of petroleum, sugar, tea, coal, and other 
products urgently needed, for which sufficient French funds in the United 
States would be unblocked. These products would be entirely for local 
consumption. Weygand initialed an agreement on February 26, and Vichy 
approved on March 10. 

Under the accord the United States would supply French North 
Africa with needed American products, provided they were consumed 
locally and were not allowed to accumulate. They would be carried by 
French ships now tied up in our ports, thus avoiding any diversion of 
shipping from the all-important route to Britain, and the vessels would be 
returned to the United States after each voyage. American officials would 
be sent to North Africa to supervise the shipments in North African 
ports and on the railroads. ^ 

The accord was concluded at a moment when dispatches were reach- 
ing my desk telling of ever increased infiltration of German officials and 
agents in North Africa. The German Armistice Commission was rapidly 
replacing the Italian Commission and seemed likely to take control of the 
carrying out of the armistice terms. 

Consequently the clause permitting us to send American officials to 
North Africa to superintend the execution of the economic accord was of 
immense value to us. We immediately recognized its great possibilities 
extending well beyond the economic accord into the political and military 
fields. We suggested to the War and Navy Departments that they send 
officers who could observe the military and naval situation in North Africa 
while carrying on their control work under the economic accord. As a 
result, various officers in civilian clothes went to North Africa as vice 
consuls to serve as “technical assistants.” We instructed Robert D. 
Murphy to remain in Algiers to supervise the control organization and the 
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consulates, reporting on all matters of political, economic, or military 
interest. 

In due course we had an efficient staff of control officials in North 
Africa, watching events like a thousand hawks. They were indispensable 
in preparing the ground for our invasion of North Africa in November, 
1942. 

The British came to approve our accord with North Africa and to 
urge us to further steps in this direction. But they failed to appreciate 
that our policy toward North Africa was only part of our over-all policy 
toward Vichy. They raised obstacles to our project of sending relief 
supplies to unoccupied France. The President and I felt that, if we were 
really to influence the conduct of Vichy foreign policy, we had to accede, 
at least in part, to Vichy’s incessant requests for some relief. We could go 
along with the British attitude of no relief to the rest of France and the 
Low Countries, where the Germans were in occupation; but something 
had to be done, under rigid supervision, for unoccupied France or we 
would find Darlan and his group, aided by Laval, using our lack of help 
to embitter still further the relations between Vichy and Britain, and 
pushing Vichy closer to Hitler. 

When French Ambassador Henry-Haye on March 7 repeated to me 
his usual impassioned plea for the relief of Vichy France, I said I intended 
to present earnestly all aspects of the question to Ambassador Halifax 
who was due to call at my office within a few minutes. I reminded him we 
were doing the very best possible without undertaking to bludgeon the 
British. 

A little later, when Halifax came to my office, I said to him emphati- 
cally: ^‘Unless the British allow a little flexibility in this matter, the 
French will become further inflamed against you and against us as well, 
and we cannot then be responsible for keeping the French fleet out of 
German hands. We have been working day and night with respect to the 
fleet and other problems, including that of discouraging actual fighting 
between France and Britain,^^ 

Adding that the French were making frequent representations, I 
said: ^There may be an early explosion, and I feel that you should know 
this. Lazarus, in a state of great hunger, felt extremely grateful to the 
rich man when he was permitted to pick up a few crumbs that fell from 
the table— and this is still human nature today.” 

Halifax agreed to give the matter further attention and to let me 
hear from him soon. 
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The volcanic state of feeling in Vichy France over our failure to 
extend them relief was almost immediately demonstrated when Vice 
Premier Darlan, in a statement reported by press and radio, threatened to 
use French warships to break the British blockade. 

Prime Minister Churchill thereupon appealed to the President on 
March 13 to attempt to reach a working agreement between Britain and 
France. Thereby Britain would allow a monthly ration of wheat to go 
through to unoccupied France and something to French North Africa in 
exchange for Vichy^s limiting the infiltration of German officials into 
Morocco and French North African ports to the bare armistice terms and 
permitting an increasing number of French warships to move gradually 
from Toulon, in France proper, to Casablanca or Dakar. 

A further communication from Britain asked us to send to French 
North Africa the greatest possible number of American observers, who 
should be of sufficiently high standing to counteract German infiltration 
and to discuss with the French the possibility of armed resistance. 

With the exception of the observers, the British proposals did not 
seem to us acceptable. So far as we could see, there was little chance that 
Petain would dare to engage in such open moves as would rouse Hitler’s 
ire and reprisal. 

I gave Ambassador Halifax on March 15 our views on Darlan’s threat 
and Britain’s proposals, as well as on our desire to get limited relief to 
unoccupied France. Relations between Britain and France, I said, were 
very delicate and there was danger that the situation might get out of 
hand, I commented that Darlan’s threat, whether in earnest or a bluff, 
seemed to be more a move to secure favor with Hitler than to get relief 
for the French people. ‘‘The one supreme purpose of the Laval-Darlan 
groups,” I added, “seems to be to whipsaw French sentiment around by 
utilizing the food-relief question in a most dastardly way. They thereby 
want to get the upper hand at Vichy, and with the support of changed 
French sentiment, turn the navy over to Hitler, and in many other 
disastrous ways deliver the best interests of France to Germany — as was 
contemplated by Laval before he was discovered and thrown out by 
Marshal Petain.” 

The Ambassador, I said, could therefore readily understand the great 
concern of my Government in the question of relief to unoccupied France 
under the most rigid supervision, and why we had held repeated discus- 
sions with the British Government on this subject. 

“We have purposely not undertaken to stand for an important quid 
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po quo formula,” I explained, ''for the reason that Darlan might turn 
away and charge that the British are more interested in the quo than in 
the quid. He might seek to make large capital of it on the charge of 
lack of sympathy for the distressed people of France.” 

The solution, I said, seemed to me that we should carry forward the 
proposal for some relief as a separate project, and carry on parallel 
conversations with the French with regard to the concessions the British 
wanted. 

Halifax said his country was coming around slowly to our view. I 
replied that I thoroughly understood the psychology of the British in 
view of their dange'rous situation. 

On the same day I suggested to French Ambassador Henry-Haye 
that Britain and France should approach each other in a spirit of modera- 
tion and mutual concession so as to work out their difficulties. "The two 
countries,” I said, "can well afford to select one outstanding man in each 
country who has the confidence of both countries and who could function 
together from day ta day to promote understanding and to facilitate the 
solution of many or most of these questions.” 

When Henry-Haye again raised the question of relief for unoccupied 
France, I said that the American people continued to cherish their ancient 
friendship for the French and desired to serve them in every way feasible. 
But we also intended to aid the British as best we could in their efforts to 
defeat Hitler, and in doing so we were serving the cause of liberty of all 
the conquered countries of Europe as well as ourselves. 

"We profoundly believe,” I said, “that our friendship and aid to 
Britain are in complete harmony with our every desire to cooperate with 
the French to the fullest practical extent,” 

I pointed out, however, that we did not know just how far certain 
members of the French Government desired to go beyond the terms of 
the armistice. I commented that just before Admiral Darlan had made 
his loud threat against Great Britain a few days before, I had been making 
real progress in my discussions with the British on relief for unoccupied 
France, but that I had been seriously handicapped since then. 

Saying that I felt we were again making progress, I added that it was 
important in my opinion for the French to indicate a spirit of cooperation 
in case Great Britain should permit the proposed boatloads of wheat to 
go to unoccupied France. This might include assurances of noninfiltration 
by Germans into North Africa, the working out by all countries concerned 
of a rigid supervision over the distribution of the wheat, any reasonable 
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courtesies that could possibly be extended to the British regarding ship- 
ments in French boats, and the moving of French naval vessels from 
continental France to French African ports. 

Through the Red Cross we went ahead with our plans for two ship- 
loads of wheat. Prime Minister Churchill, in a message to the President 
on March 29, agreed that the ships should go through. At this moment^ 
however, violent criticism broke out in London on the part of a large 
segment of Government officials and Government-inspired newspapers, 
charging that the United States, in trying to send relief to unoccupied 
France even to this limited extent, lacked sufficient interest in the British 
cause and was aiding Darlan in his efforts to assist Hitler. 

I called this to the attention of Lord Halifax on April 8 and said that 
to cancel the shipments would probably result in complete severance of 
anything like friendly working relations between the United States and 
France, with the result that the Petain and Weygand elements in the 
Government would be superseded by the forces of Darlan bent primarily 
on aiding Hitler. 

Halifax said he would favor going forward with the shipments, but 
asked for a little time in which to check his Government’s final attitude^ 

I took this occasion to emphasize to him the connection between our 
policy toward French North Africa, which Britain had finally approved, 
and our policy of relief to Vichy France, which Britain had been oppos- 
ing. “If P6tain,” I said, “should be overridden by the Darlan-Hitler forces, 
the whole structure of British-American plans for North Africa will crash 
to the ground. Weygand takes orders from P6tain, For this reason, it is 
vitally jiecessary to hold up the hands of the Petain branch of the French 
Government at Vichy, We have been struggling almost daily since the 
French Government left Paris to uphold that element in the French Gov- 
ernment which opposes Hitlerism and Hitler. It is very tedious and 
delicate work, especially when many leading Britishers seem to have no 
comprehension of its nature and importance to them.” 

Britain undoubtedly was being influenced by the flood of rumors 
coming from many quarters in Europe that Hitler was about to advance 
into North Africa through Spain or through Italy to Libya. The British 
forces in Libya, weakened by the dispatch of troops to assist the Greeks, 
were being driven back toward Egypt by a combined German and Italian 
army. 

Admiral Leahy was making wonderful progress in establishing close 
relations with Marshal Petain, but all signs pointed to the fact that Darlan 
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was acting more and more on his own and was maintaining suspiciously 
intimate contacts with the Germans. Petain and Darlan continued to give 
Leahy full assurances that neither the fleet nor French North Africa, 
would be turned over to the Germans, but we could have little faith in 
Darlan himself. 

For my part I kept in the back of my mind the very definite in- 
formation I had received in January that Hitler was making the most 
elaborate plans to attack Russia (see Chapter 70). It did not seem to me 
logical that he would extend himself in the western Mediterranean at the 
very moment he should be marshaling all his forces for an attack in the 
East. 

Nevertheless I cabled Admiral Leahy on April 18 to protest very 
earnestly against German infiltration in French North Africa. And on the 
following day I discussed with Lord Halifax the possible steps that might 
be taken if Petain should yield to the pro-Hitler influences in his Govern- 
ment. I said there might be left three courses for this and the British 
Government to pursue ^Tirst, either we or the British protest strongly 
Second, we or the British take definite action with the use of force to 
establish ourselves at Dakar or Casablanca.” 

Halifax interposed that neither of us was in position to do that. I 
nodded. 

“Third, an attempt be made to get General Weygand to invite the 
British or some other force to come in and aid him against German 
invasion.” 

The third possibility seemed to me the most likely. “Weygand,” I 
said, “has softened considerably toward the British-American viewpoint. 
Weygand has repeatedly said he would fight Germany if she came in. He 
has not only requested our cooperation in the sale and shipment of certain 
staple commodities to French North Africa for local use, but he has also 
earnestly requested the sale and shipment of certain munitions so that 
he might more effectively resist invasion by Germany or by any other 
country.” 

Halifax read to me a letter from Churchill in which the Prime Min- 
ister appeared mildly optimistic about North Africa. I said I was looking 
for still more reassurance. 

The British Government, alarmed by the numerous reports of immi- 
nent danger to Syria and North and West Africa, and further reports that 
Hitler intended marching south through Spain, asked us on April 29 to 
transmit a strong message for them to Vichy asking the Vichy Govern- 
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ment to join actively with them in resisting such movements and to 
permit the British and French fleets to act together in the eastern 
Mediterranean. The British also asked us to send naval units to Dakar 
and Casablanca. 

As we studied the British message, it seemed to us that, since the 
Germans would inevitably learn of it from Vichy, it might provoke the 
very movements Britain feared. I asked Welles to inform Halifax that we 
preferred simply to have Leahy express strongly to P6tain our hope that 
he would reject any demand that went beyond the armistice terms. 
Halifax agreed. 

We also informed Halifax that we had decided to negotiate directly 
with Vichy for the delivery of two shiploads of wheat to unoccupied 
France. We believed it was wise policy to assist P^tain in_relieving dis- 
tress in unoccupied France because we thereby made it easier for him to 
maintain his own position and prestige and, with the support of the 
French people, to resist German demands. We pointed out to Britain that 
all she was proposing was for us to continue to deliver sharp and often 
menacing messages for her to Pftain. We did not feel that our policy 
would be advanced by limiting ourselves to transmitting messages of this 
nature. 

The wheat ships duly sailed, and arrived at Marseille on May 14. 



69 : Crisis at Vichy 


VICE PREMIER DARLAN was already conducting a series of 
ominous negotiations with the Germans when our food ships reached 
Marseille. He had gone to Paris on May 3, 1941, and made a dangerous 
agreement with Hitler’s representative, Otto Abetz. To assist the Germans 
in supporting the Nazi-instigated uprising against the British in Iraq, 
which had just broken out, France would make available to the Iraq 
rebels munitions and planes from near-by Syria. France would also permit 
German planes to use an airfield in northeastern Syria and would refuel 
and repair German planes in transit across Syria. France would supply 
General Rommel, the German commander in Libya, with a quantity of 
trucks from Tunisia. In return the French would receive a number of 
concessions, including a substantial reduction in the costs of occupation. 

As we became aware, in general, of the French concessions, I sent 
Leahy on May 8 a personal message from the President to Petain urging 
the latter to defend the French colonies against attack. Because Petain 
was away, Leahy did not see him until May 13. Meantime Darlan had 
conferred with Hitler at Berchtesgaden on May ii and 12 . Pdtain told 
Leahy he did not know what Darlan had accomplished, but promised in 
no event to give any voluntary active military aid to Germany. 

Such vague assurances satisfied us not a whit. We had every reason 
to be apprehensive when Marshal Petain made an extraordinary broadcast 
on May 15, following Darlan’s return to Vichy. Petain, prefacing that he 
approved Darlan’s negotiations with the Germans in principle, said: “If, 
through our close discipline and our public spirit, we can conduct the 
negotiations in progress, France will surmount her defeat and preserve 
in the world her rank as a European and colonial power.” 

I went to the White House, accompanied by W^elles, to talk this new 
situation over with the President. In consequence, the President issued a 
pubBc statement recalling Petain’s past assurances, and concluding: “The 
people of the United States can hardly believe that the present Govern- 
ment of France could be brought to lend itself to a plan of voluntary 
alliaiKe, implied or otherwise, which would apparently deliver up France 
and its colonial Empire, including French African colonies and their 
Atlantic coasts with the menace which that involves to the peace and 
safety of the Western Hemi^here.” 

958 
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On the same day the President ordered the Coast Guard to take 
custody of the French merchantmen in American ports. 

I then suggested to the President that in the near future we should 
proceed along three main lines: 

^Tirst, endeavor to ascertain just what can be salvaged through the 
Vichy Government by every kind of practicable, wise treatment. Second, 
in the same connection, examine all Aspects of the matter thoroughly to 
ascertain what can be developed to our advantage from Weygand and the 
situation in Africa generally in return for cooperation by us. Third, keep 
in constant conference with the British.” 

I restated these points to Lord Halifax when he came to see me on 
May 19 . 1 said to Halifax it was manifestly important for us to ascertain 
the probable relations of the British to the French while we were going 
forward with points one and two. ^Tf the British get into open war with 
the French,” I commented, “it would mean that this country would be 
directly influenced thereby, and naturally any effort to salvage much 
from the French situation would be rendered more or less impossible.” 

Halifax said he could not state what the future attitude of his Gov- 
ernment would be, but he expressed his personal belief that the Vichy 
Government had not agreed to give Germany as much aid as Germany 
was seeking. 

Darlan, however, went on with his negotiations with Abetz in Paris. 

At this point Welles, who was somewhat in disagreement with my 
policy of proceeding cautiously though constantly, talked the President 
into agreeing to send a message to Congress which, in effect, would have 
placed within the Monroe Doctrine all of West Africa north of the 
Equator, belonging to Britain, France, Spain, Portugal, and Liberia, as 
well as the Atlantic islands. The President asked Welles on May 19 to 
draw up the draft of such a message. Welles did so and sent it to him the 
following day. This stated that “the seizure of, or control over, these areas, 
some of which are barely sixteen hundred miles from the coast of South 
America, by powers which are bent on world conquest, would constitute 
so immediate a threat to the peace and safety of the Western Hemisphere 
that the situation arising therefrom could not be regarded passively by the 
United States.” 

Welles showed me this draft before sending it to the President, and 
I at once said emphatically that such a message to Congress at that time 
would be most unwise. I then went to the President and argued against it. 

I said it would be an invitation to Germany to go into those African 
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possessions. The Germans would say that, if the territory was as vital to 
our strategy as the President made out to Congress, they would have to 
occupy it. I also said that the message would provoke the fiercely vocifer- 
ous resentment of the isolationists in and out of Congress. Mr. Roosevelt 
saw the validity of these arguments and abandoned the idea. 

French Ambassador Henry-Haye on May 20 protested to me, on 
behalf of bis Government, against our taking custody of the French ships. 
I replied that, in the light of the recent portentous announcement by 
Marshal Petain, I had not even thought of shipping matters, and little 
would be done about it until we obtained a thorough clarification of the 
full significance of that announcement. Recalling Petain’s last assurances 
to us, I said: 

'Tou can imagine the astonishment of peoples here and everywhere 
when they saw Petain’s announcement with its clear, express, and implied 
meanings. The definite belief was created in every nation of the world 
that the French Government at Vichy has gone straight into Hitler’s 
arms, with all the implications of such a step, and that the well known 
pro-Hitler officials in the French Government have finally taken over 
control, their first thought being to deliver France body and soul to 
Hitler.” 

- I emphasized that French officials, attempting to justify this new 
attitude, were referring to comparatively microscopic considerations such 
as food supplies, reducing the expenses of occupation, and the failure of 
somebody to aid France in 1940. These considerations, I pointed out, 
were but infinitesimal contrasted with the single important question of 
saving the liberties of all free countries by successfully resisting Hitler’s 
march of devastation across the earth. 

I added that the United States was thoroughly dedicated to the 
success of the British. ^Therefore,” I said, “any military aid rendered to 
Germany beyond the strict terms of the armistice is an attempt to slit 
the throat of the United States indirectly. Hence the deep feeling this 
country has in the reported new plan of ‘collaboration’ between the Vichy 
Government and Germany.” 

As for Syria, Henry-Haye asserted that the armistice terms had 
authorized the Germans to control the air bases there. I recalled to him 
that when France assumed the mandate over Syria she signed a pledge 
to the United States not to permit any interference with the sovereignty 
of Syria by any other nation, 

“This obligation by France,” I said, “was not even raised by her at 
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the time of the armistice. Furthermore, the retention by Germany of 
control over French air bases in S3n-ia would ordinarily contemplate 
control to prevent their undesirable use to the detriment of Germany. It 
does not mean a complete .license to Germany to transport any and all 
kinds of implements and supplies anywhere over Syria, which is exactly 
what Germany needs to establish a great base of operations against the 
British throughout the Middle Eastern area.” 

We nevertheless decided to go ahead with our economic accord with 
French North Africa as Robert D. Murphy reported to me from Algiers 
that W^rgand’s attitude was unchanged. The General reiterated the 
assurances he had already given that he would do his best to defend 
North Africa against any aggression, and that the supplies we had agreed 
to send him imder the accord were more urgently needed than ever. 

The British took our decision with some disappointment, but we 
pointed out that, if Weygand were now to lose the assistance we had 
promised, he obvk>usly would believe that no help of any kind could 
possibly come from the United States, no matter what his attitude was, 
and in that event he might materially change his present stand. 

The President and I now met with heavy pressure from various 
quarters, both in Britain and in the United States, to recognize General de 
Gaulle’s Free French movement as the Government of France. This 
pressure reached an emotional climax when the British and American 
press carried many dispatches reporting Darlan’s meetings with the Ger- 
mans and the pro-German utterances of Darlan and his followers. 

Neither the President nor I, however, could see any benefit to be 
derived from recognizing De GauHe. Such recognition would have meant 
the repudiation of our universal policy of noninterference in the internal 
affairs of another country. It would have meant a complete break with 
Vichy, the withdrawal of our diplomatic mission there and of our consular 
staffs in cities of metropolitan France. It would have left the field clear 
for the collaborationists. It would have resulted in a rupture of the fruitful 
contact we were maintaining with Weygand in North Africa and the 
recall of all our officials in Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, and French West 
Africa 

The Free French propagandists, at De Gaulle’s urging or with his 
acquiescence, acted at times as if the United States were their enemy, and 
brought us under the bitterest attack. During my period in office, De 
Gaulle showed few signs of political acumen, being more likely than not 
to go off on tangents. Desperately temperamental, he was withal keen and, 
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when he acted normally, he had excellent capacities. The President and I 
early adopted the view that we should do nothing that would impose De 
Gaulle upon the French as their future ruler. We determined that the 
French themselves must be left with full freedom, when the appropriate 
time came, to choose their own Government. According to dispatches 
from our Embassy in Vichy at the time, there was more popular support 
in unoccupied France for Marshal Petain than for De Gaulle, even though 
a great majority of the people wanted Britain to win the war. 

As the pressure on the President and me reached a peak of intensity, 
British Ambassador Halifax came to my office on May 21 and asked 
whether we felt we could recognize De Gaulle in any more conspicuous 
way than heretofore. 

“We are trying, of course, to salvage whatever we can,’’ I replied, 
“from Weygand’s situation in Africa, and from the Government at Vichy. 
If Weygand stands up, De Gaulle .will have to become subordinate.” To 
this Halifax agreed. 

With concentrated pressure being exerted on the Administration to 
recognize De Gaulle’s movement and break with Vichy, I said to my 
associates at the State Department that it might be necessary — although 
I would fight against it — to adopt the attitude of the colored youth who 
boasted that he could ride any horse in the community. “He was given a 
prompt tryout,” I said. “When he got astride the horse and started him 
off, the animal immediately reared up into the air in different directions. 
The rider was pitched across a fence into a plowed field. He promptly got 
up and as he clawed the dirt out of his eyes, ears, and mouth, he said: 
*Now you see, gentlemen, when I discover that a horse is going to throw 
me, I just get off.’ ” 

The pressure and propaganda on the part of De Gaulle’s friends 
continued in waves of intensity, as such pressure usually does, throughout 
the war, but the President and I were able to hew consistently to the line 
we early adopted. 

Darlan and Abetz, after some days of negotiation, reached an agree- 
ment on May 28, It fulfilled our worst expectation. In addition to the use 
of Syria, provided for in the earlier agreement, France agreed to let the 
Germans use the port of Bizerte in Tunisia and the railroad from Bizerte 
to Gabes for transport to Libya; French merchantmen, convoyed by 
French warships, would carry supplies across the Mediterranean; French 
trucks and guns were to be sold to the Germans; and Dakar in West 
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Africa was to serve as a supply base for German submarines, warships, 
and planes. 

After Darlan returned to Vichy and the substance of his agreement 
with the Germans leaked out, there began one of the most fateful dis- 
cussions of the war. Petain appeared at first to know nothing about Dar- 
lan ’s concessions, but when he learned that Bizerte and Dakar were to be 
made available to the Germans, he agreed to summon Weygand and 
Boisson to Vichy for conference. As Admiral Leahy learned of what 
Darlan had agreed to, he brought all the pressure he possibly could upon 
any member of the French Cabinet with whom he had contact, while 
keeping in close touch with the State Department. The Cabinet members 
were almost entirely with Darlan, believing his argument that Hitler 
would take North Africa by force through Spain if France rejected the 
agreement. 

Leahy cabled me a conversation with Darlan on June 4, quoting 
him as saying that if Germany attacked Russia the offensive would 
last no longer than the Greek and Yugoslav “affairs”; there was no likeli- 
hood of starving Germany; German manpower was immense; Britain 
could not win; and if the war continued Communism would prevail jn 
Europe. He said France was like a prostrate man with a great stone on 
his chest which, if he were to live, he had to push off by all means in his 
power. 

But now we were to see the ripening of the fruits of our many months 
spent in carefully developing closer and substantial relations with French 
Africa. Weygand and Boissonr threw all their weight against the Darlan 
agreement. They bluntly refused to allow the Germans to take over 
Bizerte or Dakar. Weygand predicted a popular uprising both in France 
and North Africa if the agreement went into effect. Leahy added his 
influence to theirs, and Petain began to see that carrying out the agree- 
ment would possibly mean a break of diplomatic relations with the United 
States and war With Great Britain. 

I made a public statement of our position on June 5. After reviewing 
our many efforts to help France, including the sending of food to un- 
occupied France and supplies to the African colonies, and the preservation 
of France’s possessions in the Western Hemisphere, I said: 

“It would seem scarcely believable that the French Government at 
Vichy should adopt the policy of collaboration with other powers for the 
purpose of aggression and oppression, despite indications appearing in our 
preliminary reports. Such action would not only be 5deldmg priceless 
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rights and interests beyond the requirements of a harsh armistice but it 
would at once place France in substantial political and military sub- 
servience and would also make her, in part, the instrument of aggression 
against many other peoples and nations. This could only be utterly 
inimical to the just rights of other countries, to say nothing of its ultimate 
effects on the liberties, the true interests, and the welfare of the people of 
France.” 

Finally, on the following day, Petain swung away from the majority 
of his Cabinet and decided that the agreement had to be reconsidered. 
What could well have been an unsurmountable crisis in our relations with 
Vichy was averted. 

The agreement previously negotiated with regard to Syria, however, 
went into effect, and, as the Germans began using Syria as a base for 
supporting the rebellion in Iraq, the British, aided by the Free French, 
invaded Syria on June 8. 

French Ambassador Henry-Haye came to see me the following day. 
He at once pointed with theatrical sadness to the spectacle of the British 
attacking the French in Syria without, in his opinion, any justification 
whatever. 

I remarked that, ever since the French capitulation, my Government 
and I had worked incessantly for a betterment of relations between the 
British and the French. We had pleaded the French cause so strongly 
that in many instances we had obtained reversals of decisions by the 
British Government with respect to blockade measures and other condi- 
tions affecting the lives of Frenchmen. 

“We will continue most diligently our effort to better the conditions 
under which the French people are now living,” I added. “And there is 
no force on earth that can move us from our determination to continue 
this policy except if the French Government itself turns its back upon 
the friendly cooperation we are offering and adopts closer collaboration 
with the forces of conquest that are seeking to destroy Great Britain and 
endanger the security of our own country.” 

As for Syria, I emphasized that the French had not defended them- 
selves in Syria against the Germans when the Nazis made use of Syrian 
airports beyond the requirements of the armistice and in violation of the 
agreement of 1924 between the French and American Governments to 
preserve the sovereignty of Syria. 

“A distinction must be made,” I added, “between the small, local 
aspect — the Syrian developments — ^and the larger issue, which is that 
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Germany must have Syria in connection with her military operations 
toward Iraq and the Suez Canal. Any action by the French authorities in 
permitting the use of facilities in S)nria for the further extension of 
German military operations in the Near East affects the fundamental 
position of the British. It is most regrettable that France cannot see the 
larger element in this new development, which is far more important to 
French interests and the future of all Frenchmen than the smaller, more 
immediate, and local issue of S3Tia. I feel that the French Government 
should realize that this is an issue that touches upon the very foundation 
of the future continuance of French life, independence, and civilization.” 

The campaign in Syria lasted five weeks, ending on July 14. We 
played an important part in the negotiations leading to the armistice, 
acting as a chaimel for communications between the British and French 
Governments and permitting Cornelius Van H. Engert, our Consul Gen- 
eral at Beirut, to serve as intermediary between the British and French 
commanding generals. Syria had been pulled from the hands of the 
Germans. 

We had also taken strong diplomatic action in Bagdad to help the 
British smooth out their difficulties with Iraq. We received the thanks of 
Churchill’s Government both for this assistance and for our work in Syria. 

But an invasion of far greater moment than that of Syria had begun 
two weeks after the British crossed the Syrian frontier. Hitler was pour- 
ing his troops into Russia, and the whole emphasis of the war shifted for 
the time being to the East. It therefore seemed less likely that Hitler 
would dispatch an army to French North Africa. Vichy France had a 
breathing spell, and we as well. 

What was probably the most dangerous period of our relations with 
Vichy, culminating in our narrow escape when Marshal P6tain almost 
agreed to Darlan’s sweeping agreement with the Germans, had come and 
gone. This period provided ample justification for our policy toward Vichy 
France, p''rticularly that toward Weygand and French North Africa. 
Britain alternately approved and disapproved of our stemd on Vichy and 
North Africa, but the President and I never wavered in adopting and 
sticking to a consistent policy. On the one hand we resisted the emotional 
wave in favor of breakmg with the legal Government at Vichy and 
recognizing as the Government of France General de Gaulle’s group which 
as yet had apparently won comparatively little following among the 
French. And on the other we passed by no opportunity to show Petain 
and his group how we felt about any concessions to the Germans, while 



THE MEMOIRS OP CORDELL HULL 


966 

at the same time demonstrating through concrete actions what assistance 
they might expect from us if they lived within the terms of the armistice. 
The United States came through the crisis as the strongest foreign influ- 
ence in Vichy, 
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I WAS ILL AT HOME when word of Hitler^s invasion of Russia 
on June 22 reached me. Immediately I telephoned the President and then 
Under Secretary Welles. To each I said, in effect: 

*‘We must give Russia all aid to the hilt. We have repeatedly said 
we will give all the help we can to any nation resisting the Axis. There can 
be no doubt for a moment that Russia comes within that category.” 

I also telephoned ‘some of my associates in the State Department to 
emphasize to them the same point of view. I would have gone to the 
Department, but my doctor refused to allow it. He insisted that I leave 
Washington for a rest, which I did the following day, going to White 
Sulphur Springs, West Virginia. 

From there I kept in touch with the State Department by long- 
distance telephone and by courier. I emphasized again and again to my 
associates that we should take every step to aid the Soviets. I knew that 
some military experts both here and abroad were predicting that Hitler 
would eliminate Russia from the war in a matter of a few weeks. But I 
could not believe it any more than I had believed the statements of so 
many that, with the fall of France, the collapse of Britain would be a 
matter of a few weeks. I had felt that, in rushing vast quantities of 
weapons to Britain in the summer of 1940, we were taking no real risk 
that they would fall into German hands. And similarly I believed we 
could send Russia all weapons and supplies possible without real risk 
that the Germans would overrun and capture them. If the President and I 
had doubted Russia’s ability to resist Germany, it would have been fool- 
hardy to send her arms that would only have fallen into Hitler’s hands. 

For half a year we had had excellent reason to believe Hitler would 
attack Russia, hence the event of June 22 did not surprise us. In January, 
1941, there came to me a confidential report from Sam E. Woods, our 
commercial attache in Berlin. Woods had a German friend who, though 
an enemy of the Nazis, was closely connected with the Reichs ministries, 
the Reichsbank and high Party members. As early as August, 1940, this 
friend informed Woods that conferences were then taking place at Hitler’s 
headquarters concerning preparations for war against Russia. This in- 
formation became more concrete after some weeks, when Hitler reportedly 
said he intended to have ‘‘only my soldiers from Vladivostok to Gibraltar.” 
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Woods used to meet this friend in a Berlin motion-picture house. By 
buying reserved seats from an agency and sending a ticket to Woods, 
the friend managed to sit alongside him and in the semidarkness slipped 
notes into Woods’s coat pocket. 

The information from Woods was in marked contrast to the con- 
siderable evidence that Hitler was planning an invasion of Britain, but the 
contacts of Woods’s friend said that the air raids against England served 
as a blind for Hitler’s real and well calculated plans and preparations for 
a sudden, devastating attack on Russia. 

Later Woods’s friend informed him that an organization of the 
Wehrmacht for the old twenty-one Russian Czarist regional governments 
had been formed, and that the economic staffs for these territories had 
been appointed. Bales of banknotes in rubles had been printed. 

Finally, through a contact this friend had on the German General 
Staff, Woo^ learned the chief points of Hitler’s strategic plan; the three 
wedges, those of the North and the South and the decisive third one in 
the center, direct against Moscow. All preparations had to be completed 
in the spring of 1941. 

l!tTien Woods’s report embracing all this information came to me it 
was so circumstantial that, at first, I believed it a German “plant.” I 
turned it over to J. Edgar Hoover, Chief of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, for his comment. Hoover thought it authentic. Woods having 
told us of a method of confirming the standing and contacts of the source 
by checking with a prominent German exile in the United States, I asked 
Assistant Secretary of State Breckinridge Long to see him and obtain this 
confirmation, which he did. I also talked over the report with the Presi- 
dent. 

I then decided that the contents of the report should be communi- 
cated to Soviet Ambassador Oumansky. Such a step, I believed, was in 
keeping with the proper attitude this country should take toward Russia. 
I requested Welles, who at my suggestion had been holding a series of 
conversations with Oumansky to straighten out the differences between 
our two countries, to call this information to the Ambassador’s attention. 
This Welles did. 

When further information from the same source came to me, I again 
turned it over to Welles, requesting him to commimicate it to Oumansky. 
This he did on March 20. 

Oumansky no doubt forwarded this information to his Government, 
as he said he, would. It is difficult to say what precise effect it had on 
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Soviet policy. Only three weeks later, however, Stalin suddenly concluded 
a nonaggression treaty with Japanese Foreign Minister Matsuoka at a 
moment when Matsuoka believed such a treaty impossible. There is no 
doubt that Stalin made the treaty to protect himself in the Far East in 
the belief that Hitler intended attacking him in Europe. Furthermore, 
Russia was adopting a stronger policy toward the Balkan countries than 
might have been expected in the face of Hitler’s plans to absorb them 
into the Axis. 

Although the Russo-German nonaggression pact had stimulated 
Hitler in August, 1939, to embark on the European War, and although 
Russia had shared with Germany the spoils in Eastern Europe, she never- 
theless had interfered with and obstructed Hitler’s purposes in many ways 
since June, 1940. We knew that Molotov’s visit to Berlin in November, 
1940, had served to exacerbate rather than improve relations between the 
two countries. 

The information we had that Hitler was planning an invasion of 
Russia was particularly useful to me in my conversations with the Japa- 
nese. It ruled out any likelihood of an alliance between Russia and Japan, 
and it enabled us to adopt a firmer attitude toward Japan than would 
otherwise have been the case. 

We on our part were constantly pressing for better relations with 
Russia. On January 21 we lifted the moral embargo against her which 
had been in effect since her invasion of Finland in December, 1939. 
Actually, this comported no material difference since the articles pre- 
viously embraced in the moral embargo were now included within the 
licensing system by virtue of the Act of July 2, 1940, and their exporta- 
tion was therefore strictly controlled. However, it was designed to have a 
psychological effect. 

To me it was evident that, even if Russia were standing asleep like a 
piece of statuary, she would still be a powerful influence in the war. She 
was keeping Hitler guessing, notwithstanding the agreements they had 
for closer relations. When Hitler made any kind of military move that 
looked bad for Russia, Moscow became meek. But when Hitler failed to 
invade Britain or overcome her in the air, and when Italy failed in the 
campaigns in Greece and North Africa, then Russia persuaded Bulgaria 
temporarily to resist Hitler’s pressure to join the Axis, No one could tell 
what Russia would do, except that she would prepare to defend herself 
and at the same time do everything in her power to avoid an attack from 
Germany. 
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One of the first questions Lord Halifax took up with me after his 
arrival in this country as British Ambassador was a suggestion from his 
Government that we ration our exports to Russia. He said to me on 
February s that Britain feared that considerable supplies were passing 
through Russia to Germany. He handed me a memorandum which noted 
increased Russian purchases in the United States. 

I informed Halifax that we had been observing our trade situation 
with Russia on a weekly basis and thus far it was our opinion that, 
while certain exports to Russia had considerably increased, there had not 
been an alarming increase. 

“Russia,” I added, “whether very active or sound asleep, is and will 
continue to be a tremendous factor in the war and likewise in questions 
affecting peace generally, both in Europe and in Asia. Russian nffiriaic 
are very sensitive when prodded, and Russia is calculated to go some dis- 
tance in showing her displeasure— much farther, in fact, than she would 
ordinarily go to indicate her pleasure and satisfaction with respect to 
some favor done her, 

“Since Russia entered into the agreement with Germany ipaHing up 
to the war and since she occupied the Baltic, Polish, and other areas, she 
has consistently pursued her policy of seeking to drive hard bargains, 
eqjecially with Germany and Japan or in afeas where they are im- 
mediately interested. The sum total of her course and attitude during 
past months has been to obstruct and to cause miscarriage of many elabo- 
rate plans of Hitler or the Japanese, or their joint plans. Of course, the 
Russians are not thinking of aiding any of us while thus seriously slowing 
down and disrupting Hitler’s plans, especially with respect to the Mediter- 
ranean and Suez Canal areas.” 

_ Since London had published the fact that Britain planned to ask 
the* United States to impose embargoes against Russia, I said: “I doubt 
whether your Government is now receiving as much information from 
Moscow as before, and doubtless not as much cordiality, although the 
period through which we are passing renders it all-important that Great 
Britain should be on as good relations as possible with Russia.” 

I then rehearsed to Halifax the course we had been pursuing with the 
Soviet Union since the summer before, carrying on frequent conferences 
with the Soviet Ambassador to remove many small grievances on both 
sides. “Our purpose,” I said, “is to give less occasion for Soviet officials 
to , feel unkindly toward this Government, especially in the event of 
pivotal develqiment where the slightest influence might tip the scaies at 
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Moscow against us in a most damaging, far-reaching way.” And I added 
frankly: feel that Britain is tipping the scales when she presents 

publicly such proposals as calling on this Government to impose an em- 
bargo against Russia.” The Ambassador seemed to agree entirely. 

When Halifax came back to see me five days later, I said I must 
again refer to the lack of disposition on the part of Great Britain to 
endeavor to promote better relations with France and Russia. “I don’t 
say this by way of criticism,” I commented, “but, as you well know, this 
Government is intensely interested in the course of France and Russia 
during coming months. This is especially so at highly critical or pivotal 
stages where their action or attitude might tip the scales of war either 
way.” 

Unfortunately, the discussions between Oumansky and Welles broke 
down, or rather blew up in an explosive, acrimonious exchange between 
them. Oumansky, who thought that firmness meant rudeness, was difficult 
to deal with at best. Moreover, he was put on the spot by his Government, 
which demanded much more in purchases of key materials than we could 
release in view of our commitments to Britain, and looked to Oumansky 
to obtain them. 

Oumansky came to me in a dark mood on May 14 and spent the 
first twenty minutes of our conversation in rehearsing the differences 
between our two Governments which he said he had vainly discussed with 
Welles twenty-two times since the preceding summer. He then handed me 
a communication signed by himself, referring to a delay in the departure 
of a shipload of material to Russia.-^His note spoke of our “hostile atti- 
tude” toward his Government and threatened that his Government would 
“draw all necessary conclusions” from our attitude. He then repeated 
orally two or three times that our action was due to hostility to his Gov- 
ernment and was a personal act due to personal hostility. 

I halted him at that point by saying: “When I think of a country I 
think of the people more than of the government. Neither I nor my 
Government has the least hostility toward the people of any country. In 
the case of the Soviet Union and its Government I have not the slightest 
feeling of personal hostility, nor has my Government. It is not only 
entirely inaccurate but grossly unfair to impute personal considerations 
in the slightest extent to actions of this Government. I don’t propose that 
you shall get away from my office with any thought that you have suc- 
cessfully fastened that charge on this Government since it is absolutely 
without basis.” 
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I then restated our position toward Hitler’s world-wide movement of 
conquest and our determination to exert ourselves to the utmost to see 
that Hitler did not get control of the high seas, which would include 
Britain. Amidst all our preparations for our own defense and our aid to 
Britain, it was not possible to deal normally with neutral countries in a 
commercial way. 

“WeVe suffered great losses of our regular exports to Great Britain,” 
I continued, “in the way of apples, tobacco, cotton, and other agricultural 
products, due to Britain’s war measures. While we felt this to be a painful 
experience, we never thought of treating such a thing as personal any more 
than did the many countries in Europe whose assets we have frozen. The 
Soviet Government has suffered less and complained more about the un- 
avoidable difficulties incident to opposing Hitler than any other two or 
three countries whose assets we’ve frozen or whose commerce we’ve 
interrupted under compelling war conditions.” 

1 reminded Oumansky that his country was maintaining commercial 
relations with Germany but failed to recognize this fact when my Gov- 
ernment sought to prevent military supplies from filtering through Russia 
to Germany. 

Oumansky asserted that Russia, being a neutral, had all the privileges 
of a neutral. 

I recalled to him that during the First World War the best friends 
the United States had anywhere were the Scandinavian countries. They 
assured us we could sell any quantities of materials to them and they 
would be sure to let no amount above normal exports get across to Ger- 
many. Later, however, we discovered that merchants were still shipping 
vast quantities through to Germany, with the result that we embargoed 
all exports to those countries above the prewar level. “But,” I added, 
“they were the last people to think for a moment about takings offense — 
much less treating it as personal.” 

As Oumansky did not argue further, I ended the conversation by 
saying we had been friends of the Russian people both before and after 
our recognition of the Soviet Union in 1933. The discussion had been a 
little animated. 

On the eve of Hitler’s invasion of Russia, our policy toward the 
Soviet Union embraced these points: 

Make no approaches to Russia. 

Treat any approaches toward us with reserve until the Russians 
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satisfied us they were not maneuvering merely to obtain unilateral con- 
cessions for themselves. 

Reject any Soviet suggestions that we make concessions for the sake 
of improving American-Soviet relations, and require a strict quid pro quo. 

Make no sacrifices of principle in order to better relations. 

Let Russia understand that we considered an improvement in rela- 
tions to be just as important, if not more so, to Russia than to the United 
States. 

Make the principle of reciprocity the basis of our day-to-day rela- 
tions. 

In general our policy toward Russia was one of firmness but friend- 
liness. 

The first week in June we received convincing cables from our Lega- 
tions in Bucharest and Stockholm that Germany would invade Russia 
within a fortnight. The Department sent these reports to Ambassador 
Steinhardt in Moscow. 

Eight days before Hitler marched into Russia, Prime Minister 
Churchill sent the President a message saying that, from every source 
at his disposal, it looked to him as if a vast German onslaught on Russia 
were imminent. If the new war broke out, he said, Britain would of course 
give all encouragement and any help she could spare to the Russians, 
on the principle that Hitler was the foe she had to beat. He said he did 
not expect any class political reactions in England and trusted that a 
German-Russian conflict would not cause us any embarrassment. 

The conflict caused us no embarrassment, and gave us renewed hope 
of overcoming Hitlerism. From White Sulphur Springs I was in constant 
touch with the President and Welles, urging that we give Russia the most 
vigorous assurances of all the help we could extend. The President sent 
Harry Hopkins from London to Moscow to survey Russians military needs. 
Mr. Roosevelt released Soviet blocked funds, and decided not to apply 
the Neutrality Act. On August 2 Acting Secretary Welles and Ambassador 
Oumansky exchanged letters, we promising “to give all economic assistance 
practicable for the purpose of strengthening the Soviet Union in its 
struggle against armed aggression.’’ 

Immediately upon my return to Washington on August 4, I issued a 
statement saying that “no rational person needs any argument to con- 
vince him that during the weeks of my absence the most clinching demon- 
stration has been given of what some of us for some years have insisted 
was being planned. That is, that there is a world movement of conquest 
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by force, accompanied by methods of governing the conquered peoples 
that are rooted mainly in savagery and barbarism. That situation calls 
for . . • ever increasing production of military supplies both for ourselves 
and for those who are resisting the would-be world conquerors. ... I feel 
very strongly that with unity of purpose, maximum effort, and firm de- 
termination, the remaining free peoples of the world will win.’’ 

At about the same hour I saw Oumansky, who brought with him 
Soviet General Golikov. Oumansky’s attitude was now quite different from 
what it had been at our last interview. I told him of the interest I had 
taken while I was away, and especially since my return, in seeing that 
Russia got all the military supplies we could spare. General Golikov 
said he had presented the needs of his Government to the State Depart- 
ment two weeks before, but the only result had been the shipment of sixty 
planes to Russia, and that Russia needed antiaircraft and antitank guns 
most of all. I offered to redouble my efforts to aid in speeding the delivery 
of these weapons. 

As I talked to my Soviet visitors, the President was engaging in his 
Atlantic Conference with Prime Minister Churchill. Russia attracted an 
important segment of attention at the Atlantic Conference. After Harry 
Hopkins, who was present at the meeting, made an optimistic report on 
the Soviet Union’s ability to resist Hitler’s invasion, the President and 
the Prime Minister agreed on a statement to be given Stalin. The Presi- 
dent wirelessed this to me on August 13, asking me to cable it to Moscow. 

The two leaders assured Stalin: “We are at the moment cooperating 
to provide you with the very maximum of supplies that you most urgently 
need. Already many shiploads have left our shores and more will leave in 
the immediate future.” They proposed a conference in Moscow to analyze 
Russia’s needs, with high representatives of the United States and Britain 
going to Russia for this purpose. 

The story of the Atlantic Conference has been narrated elsewhere 
at various times. While it was being prepared I was recuperating at White 
Sulphur Springs, and when I returned to Washington the President was 
already en route to his rendezvous. Mr. Roosevelt had cherished for 
several months the idea of a personal conference with Churchill. I first 
became aware of it the end of May. 

Welles wrote me at White Sulphur Springs on July 28, stating that 
the conference had been arranged for August 8, 9, and 10, and telling me 
that he intended to urge the President, if he expected to discuss more 
than purely military problems, to take someone with him who could 
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keep a precise record of the conversations and of the agreements that 
might be reached. 

Much was accomplished at the conference in the way of bringing 
the President and the Prime Minister into close personal touch with each 
other’s ideas. On the British battleship Pnnce of Wales and on our 
cruiser Augusta began that unique intimate relationship between two great 
men which did so much to speed the outcome of the war. 

Their statement of the aims of the two countries set us a high goal. 
These aims embraced the right of peoples to choose their own form of 
government; no aggrandizement; no territorial changes opposed by the 
peoples concerned; access to trade and raw materials; improved labor 
standards, economic advancement, and social security; international secu- 
rity; freedom of the seas, and disarmament. 

I publicly stated my reaction to the Atlantic Charter on August 14 
by saying: ‘Tt is a statement of basic principles and fundamental ideas 
and policies that are universal in their practical application. They have 
heretofore been generally accepted by all civilized nations and were being 
strongly supported until certain countries decided to launch a universal 
movement to destroy the whole structure of civilized relations. . , . They 
are the basic doctrines and policies that have received the support of all 
civilized nations and should continue to receive their support until they 
are completely restored throughout the world.” 

I felt that our two nations could go no further in their statement 
of war or peace aims. In preceding months I had been asked frequently 
to bring pressure by this Government on Britain to make a formal state- 
ment of her war aims. I invariably replied to this effect: ‘Tf you see a 
peacefully disposed citizen engaged in a death grapple with another per- 
son, with pistols drawn and dirks raised, can you tap the peaceful man 
on the shoulder and ask him to stop and state his purposes before he goes 
any further defending himself?” 

I was keenly disappointed, however, in the fourth article of the 
Atlantic Charter, referring to international trade. This stated that the 
two nations would endeavor, with due respect for their existing obliga- 
tions, to further the enjoyment by all States, great or small, victor or van- 
quished, of access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials 
of the world which were needed for their economic prosperity. Unfortu- 
nately the phrase “with due respect for their existing obligations” de- 
prived the article of virtually all significance since it meant that Britain 
would continue to retain her Empire tariff preferences against which I 
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had been fighting for eight years. Mr. Churchill had insisted on this quali- 
fication; Welles had argued for a stronger declaration; but Churchill said 
he could not abandon Empire preference and, in any event, he would have 
to communicate on this point with the Dominions, which fact would delay 
the issuance of the Atlantic Charter. The President gave in. 

After I learned the background of this article, I began negotiations 
with Britain, through Halifax here and Ambassador Winant in London, 
to work out a better understanding on this point. These negotiations bore 
fruit in the Lend-Lease agreement with Britain in 1942 which promised 
the elimination of all forms of discriminatory treatment in international 
commerce. 

The Atlantic meeting stimulated yet more our efforts to get military 
supplies to Russia. The President and I were carefully following the cables 
telling of the extent of Hitler’s advances into Russia. Already our original 
estimate that the Russians could hold out seemed likely to be proven true. 

At this ppint Russia and Britain on August 25 jointly occupied Iran 
as it became evident that Nazi propaganda and other means had under- 
minded some of the leaders of the Iranian Government. The Allies could 
not permit this dangerous situation to continue because of Iran’s stra- 
tegic position in the Middle East to the south of Russia. 

I felt it was important, however, that Russia and Britain should make 
clear to the world that they had no intention to occupy Iran permanently. 
On August 27 I spoke to Soviet Ambassador Oumansky and to British 
Charg .4 Sir Ronald Campbell on this score. Referring to the assurances 
Britain and Russia had given to the Iranian Government that they were 
in Iran solely because of the war with Hitler, with no purpose of infring- 
ing on Iran’s sovereignty or of remaining longer than military necessity 
required, I suggested: “Russia and Britain should repeat this same as- 
surance to all peaceful nations and all other nations opposed to aggres- 
sion- Such a statement would have a very healthy and wholesome effect 
on the entire Moslem world, even as it would be stimulating to the peoples 
of small countries everywhere.” 

This suggestion was duly carried out by Britain and Russia. 

The question of credits for Russia to enable her to cover large 
purchases in the United States proved a difficult one at the beginning. 
When Oumansky asked to see the President on this subject, Mr. Roose- 
velt asked Harry Hopkins and me to take part in the discussion on Sep- 
tember II. 

The President frankly explained to Oumansky the extreme difficulty 
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of getting the necessary Lend-Lease appropriations from Congress for 
Russia because of the unpopularity of Russia among large groups in 
the United States which exercised great political power in Congress. Re- 
ferring to the fact that Russia did have churches and did permit religious 
worship under the 1936 Constitution, the President suggested that if 
Moscow could get some publicity back to this country regarding freedom 
of religion it might have a fine educational effect. He added the further 
suggestion that this publicity begin before the next Lend-Lease appropria- 
tions bill came up in Congress and before the mission he had named, 
headed by W. Averell Harriman, arrived in Moscow to discuss Soviet 
needs Oumansky said he would attend to it. 

(Harriman was bringing to the public service a vast experience in our 
business and industrial life. In working for the Government he exhibited 
a ready grasp of the important phases of international problems, and this 
equipment stood him and the Government in good stead when in 1943 he 
went to Moscow as United States Ambassador.) 

The President said also to Oumansky that, to get a Lend-Lease pro- 
posal for Russia through Congress, we should have to have an official 
statement showing Russian assets, the amount of gold on hand, and also 
the barter that could be carried on between the two countries. He offered 
to purchase the maximum quantities of Russian manganese, chromium, 
and other commodities with the understanding that production and de- 
livery need not take place until after the war. 

Oumansky said he preferred a direct credit, but, if this were not 
possible, then his Government very earnestly would ask for Lend-Lease 
aid. We finally agreed on a credit and barter arrangement for $75,000,000 
through the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to cover a few months 
during which adequate arrangements for Russian military supplies could 
be worked out. 

We sought to aid Russia in another way by pulling off the two little 
countries that were clawing at her sides — Finland in the north and Ru- 
mania in the south. We had previously brought what pressure we could on 
Japan, through a message from President Roosevelt to Premier Konoye 
on July 6, to induce Japan to refrain from driving at Russia’s back. 

Finland and Rumania had entered the war against the Soviet Union, 
on the side of Germany and were now advancing well into Russia. The 
Rumanians soon assured us they intended only to occupy the territories 
Russia had acquired from Rumania the year before, take up a strategic 
defensive position along the Dniester River, and then consider their obliga- 
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tions to Germany fulfilled. But the Finns offered us a greater problem, as 
well as a more important one, because a large portion of our aid to the 
Soviet Union would have to go to northern Russian ports that might be 
interfered with or blocked from Finnish territory. 

I called Finnish Minister Hjalmar Procope to my office on Septem- 
ber 8 and, after expressing my gratification that Finland had regained pos- 
session of the territory Russia took from her in the war of 1939-1940, I 
said I had noted a statement reportedly made by General Mannerheim, 
Commanding General of the Finnish Army, that Finland would fight on 
until the end of the war between Germany and other countries. I said I 
felt justified in inquiring about this statement in view of our friendly 
relations and of the United States’ concern over world conditions. 

Procope spoke vaguely about Finland’s ambitions, giving his personal 
opinion that the Finns were occupying Russian territory only for the 
purpose of safeguarding their own lands, and that his Government did not 
intend to fight on to the conclusion of the general war. 

I emphasized to the Minister our conviction that Hitler planned to 
conquer the world, and that therefore the United States could not remain 
quiet from the viewpoint of our own self-defense. As for Finland, if Hitler 
won, Finland would find herself entirely subject to his whims and dictates 
as the only friend she had left. And she would find that this so-called 
friend was demonstrably faithless and utterly disposed to disregard the 
rights and freedoms of all peoples coming under his control. 

I pointed out to Procope that Finland’s position was similar to that 
of Rumania, and that Rumania had informed us that she would cease 
active hostilities against the Soviet Government when Odessa had fallen 
and the former Rumanian territory had been regained. 

Procope promised to report our conversation fully to his Govern- 
ment. However, he then launched into a series of relatively minor argu- 
ments against Communism and Stalin. Of an emotional nature, he could 
scarcely control himself. 

I finally interrupted him by saying: “We have a record of opposition 
to Communism with which we are pleased. This record will always be 
continued in the future. But Hitler, instead of peacefully disseminating 
Hitlerism, which is very closely related to Communism and Fascism, pro- 
ceeded for more than six years to assemble the greatest army and air force 
that has ever been organized in history. This was not for the purpose of 
defending himself but for conquering peaceful nations everywhere and 
securing control of the high seas without geographical limit.” 
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I added that no desperado, individual or official, had ever been known 
voluntarily to abandon his occupation, and Hitler would not stop until 
somebody stopped him by force. “It is equally clear now to all rational 
countries,” I went on, “that when Hitler is stopped— and I firmly believe 
he’ll be stopped — ^some organized system involving the use of navies and 
aircraft, and so on, must be established to preserve the peace of the 
world against uprisings or movements of conquest by international bandits 
of the loo-per-cent stripe of Hitler. This long view is the only view for 
peace-loving nations to adopt if the world is to offer anything worthwhile 
to any country in the future; it is the only course that will make life worth 
while in any country, in Finland, and in all other peacefully inclined na- 
tions.” 

I remarked casually that, when Hitler was stopped, the United States 
might show a far greater and more important interest in Finland than 
we had at any time in the past. 

When Procope asked if we were going to war with Germany, I re- 
plied: “Hitler would like an answer to that question.” The Minister agreed 
that was true. “We have shown considerable interest in resisting Hitler,” 
I remarked, “and if you have any doubt on that score Hitler himself can 
assure you.” 

At the time I was bringing pressure on the Finnish Minister here, 
we were simultaneously bringing pressure on the Finnish Government 
through our Legation in Helsinki. 

A few days later the Finnish Minister of Commerce and Industry 
made a statement in Helsinki that the Finns would soon be able to cease 
hostilities; they would stand on a defensive line they hoped soon to reach 
and would not take part in an attack against Leningrad. 1 felt sure this 
was a result of our representations to the Finns. 

Therefore, when British Charge Campbell handed me a note from 
his Government on September 17, suggesting that the United States might 
ask Russia for terms of peace for Finland and pass them on to Helsinki, 
I demurred. Under Secretary Welles had already, on August 18, notified 
Procope that Russia was prepared to negotiate a peace with Finland which 
wouldsinvolve territorial concessions by Russia, but this step had produced 
no results. I said I thought" our present course of action was most likely 
to produce the best results, and commented that the Finns were in no 
mood to accept any assurances from the Soviet Government in view of 
the treatment they had received from the hands of that Government in 
the last two years. 
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Finland, however, became too impressed with the extent of the Ger- 
man advance into Russia, and continued her own operations. I called in 
Procope on several additional occasions and emphasized how shortsighted 
I considered such a course. “Finland’s advances,” I said on October 3, 
“will signify exactly nothing at the peace table. It all depends on who 
wins the war. If Finland persists in these excesses, then you and your 
Government must understand clearly and definitely that the United States 
is with Great Britain in every sense, and any other course for us would 
be suicidal.” 

I sent the Finnish Government formal notes on October 25 and 28 
so strong that they fell just short of a breach of relations. I said that 
Finnish military operations were giving infinitely valuable military aid 
to Nazi world aggression and, without contributing to Finland’s future 
security, were thus a direct threat to our own security. If Finland did not 
desist, she must clearly understand that she would forfeit our friendly 
support in the future difficulties that would inexorably arise from her 
course of action. Furthermore, any attack made from Finnish-controlled 
territory on war material dispatched from the United States via the 
Arctic Ocean to northern Russia would create an immediate crisis in 
Finnish-American relations. 

The following day British Ambassador Halifax came to see me and 
stated that Russia desired Britain to declare war against Finland. He 
asked our opinion, I informed him of our note to Finland and said this 
paved the way for further action at any time. However, I could not ex- 
press an opinion as to what Britain should do in the situation. 

I made a public statement of our attitude on November 28. The 
Finnish Foreign Minister having recently journeyed to Berlin to join with 
Hitler’s puppet governments over Europe in signing the Anti-Comintern 
Pact, I said this was highly significant and could not be explained away 
by propaganda attacks on nations engaged in defending themselves. Every 
recent act of the Finnish Government, I concluded, “has confirmed our 
apprehensions that it is fully cooperating with the Hitler forces.” 

In later months, after Britain had declared war on Finland and we 
were on the verge of severing diplomatic relations, Finland came to realize 
the wisdom of our advice and limited her military activities to holding a 
defensive line. It was then too late, however, for her to secure the advan- 
tages that she could have obtained from Russia had she acted earlier on 
our suggestions. 

Our relations with Russia became ever closer in the autumn of 1941. 
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American and British missions — ours headed by W. Averell Harriman — 
met with the Russians at Moscow from September 29 to October i and 
made arrangements to fill practically all Soviet requests for supplies. The 
President extended initial Lend-Lease aid to Russia in the amount of 
$1,000,000,000. 

In token of Russians appreciation of the importance of United States 
aid in her desperate struggle to resist the German advances, Stalin named 
a new Ambassador to the United States, the former Foreign Commissar 
Maxim Litvinov, whom I had come to know on several occasions. He 
arrived in Washington at almost the hour of the attack on Pearl Harbor. 
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JAPAN ENTERED THE YEAR 1941 determined to wrest what 
further gain she could from the war in Europe, but still undecided as to 
when and where. In continental Europe she saw Hitler undisputed master, 
though his. partner Mussolini was suffering serious setbacks in Greece and 
North Africa, and Britain was gaining strength. In Asia she saw her 
troops in China still tied down in inconclusive fighting. To the north she 
saw Russia, of unpredictable strength, maintaining an alert neutrality 
that required Japan to keep large armies along the Manchurian and 
Mongolian borders. In the New World she saw the United States engaged 
in a stupendous program of rearmament and assistance to the Allies. 

There was one element of certainty in this situation. As long as the 
European countries were enmeshed in their own struggle and the United 
States was aiding Britain to the fullest extent possible, the Western na- 
tions had neither the power nor the inclination to throw their main weight 
into the Orient. But there were also elements of uncertainty. Russia was 
one, although it was a safe conclusion that Stalin would do all he could 
to refrain from getting into war with either Germany or Japan. The United 
States was another and the most important. 

In January, 1941, our position as a Government had been made clear. 
We regarded Japan as an ally of Hitler and Mussolini, a signatory to an 
alliance aimed at us. We considered Japan’s expansionist ambitions an 
eventual danger to our own safety. 

“Previous experience and current developments,” I said to the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee on January 13, “indicate that the proposed 
^new order’ in the Pacific area means, politically, domination by one 
coxmtry. It means, economically, employment of the resources of the 
area concerned for the benefit of that country and to the ultimate im- 
poverishment of other parts of the area and exclusion of the interests of 
other countries. It means, socially, the destruction of personal liberties 
and the reduction of the conquered peoples to the role of inferiors. 

“It should be manifest to every person that such a program for 
the subjugation and ruthless exploitation by one country of nearly one- 
half of the population of the world is a matter of immense significance, 
importance, and concern to every other nation wherever located.” 

Though the Japanese Government knew the President’s feelings and 
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mine, it did not know how far the United States Government would go in 
using pressure or force to oppose Nipponese plans for absorbing the entire 
Western Pacific. It was this Uncertainty, as much as any other reason, that 
had kept her from launching out to seize the greatest opportunity of her 
history when France and Holland fell and Britain seemed about to fall. 

Japan knew that our economic pressure was growing. By the begin- 
ning of 1941, shipments to her from the United States of iron, steel, most 
other important metals, high-octane gasoline, and plants for producing 
it had virtually ceased. We still permitted shipments of petroleum lest 
Japan use such an embargo as an excuse for taking over the oil production 
of the Netherlands East Indies. She also knew that our aid to China was 
growing. Beginning in January, the American Volunteer Group of airmen 
with American-made planes began to give the Chinese aerial support. 
And she also knew that the major portion of our fleet was still in the 
Pacific. 

What Japan did not know was whether and in what circumstances 
we would use force. Isolationist sentiment in the United States was still 
strong, as the Lend-Lease debate in Congre^ showed. But she aUn saw 
that the Administration was acting with determination, and that an in- 
creasing number of Americans were coming to realize the dangers threaten- 
ing us in both the Atlantic and the Pacific. 

hlembers of the Japanese Government were giving vent to ever more 
bellicose statements, with Foreign Minister Matsuoka as their bellwether. 
Perhaps they hoped they could cow the United States, already preoccu- 
pied with Europe, into agreeing to a Japanese East Asia so as to avoid 
war. A Japanese East Asia meant Nipponese predominance in Cliing 
Malaya, French Indo-China, the Dutch East Indies, and the Philippines. 
Matsuoka said to the Japanese Diet on, January 21 that he wanted the 
United States to realize the vital concern to Japan of the establishment of 
an East Asia “co-prosperity sphere,” to agree to her supremacy in the 
Western Pacific, and to cease our economic restrictions against her. He 
aimed his speech at the statement I had made to the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee six days before. 

In reply I issued a press statement on the following day, saying! 
“We have threatened no one, invaded no one, and surrounded no one. 
We have freely offered and now freely offer cooperation in peaceful life 
to all who wish it. This devotion to peaceful and friendly processes nat- 
urally warrants no implication of a desire to extend frontiers or assume 
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hegemony. Our strategic line must depend primarily on the policies and 
courses of other nations.” 

Ambassador Grew cabled me from Tokyo on January 27 that the 
Peruvian envoy there said to him he had heard from many quarters, in- 
cluding a Japanese one, “that a surprise mass attack on Pearl Harbor was 
planned by the Japanese military forces in case of ‘trouble’ between Japan 
and the United States; that the attack would involve the use of all the 
Japanese military facilities.” The Peruvian said to Grew he was prompted 
to pass this on because it had come to him from many sources, although 
the plan seemed fantastic. On the following day we communicated the 
contents of the cable to the War and Navy Departments. 

It was at about this time and in these circumstances that two Catho- 
lic priests, Bishop James Edward Walsh, Superior General of the Catholic 
Foreign Mission Society, at Maryknoll, New York, and Father Drought, 
returned to the United States from Japan. They reported that they had 
talked to many highly placed Japanese, including Matsuoka; they realized 
that relations between the two countries were strained and that worse 
might follow, and they had a laudable desire to do whatever they could 
as private citizens to avert the prospect of war. 

They saw on the one hand Postmaster General Frank C. Walker, one 
of the most prominent Catholics in the Administration, and on the other 
several members of the Japanese Embassy. Walker obtained an interview 
with the President for them late in January at which Walker and I were 
present. Bishop Walsh and Father Drought said it was their understand- 
ing, from their talks with highly placed Japanese, that the Japanese Gov- 
ernment would welcome a chance to alter its political ties with the Euro- 
pean Axis and its attitude toward China. T^e^gave the opinion of the 
Japanese that, if Japan could obtain an agreemenTwnEThe United States 
which would afford' her security, the “moderate” elements there could 
gain predominance over the military elements. These Japanese thought 
there was sufficient support in the Japanese Government to bring about 
an agreement with the United States whereby Japan would recognize 4he 
“Open Door” in China provided she received similar treatment every- 
where in the Far East. They believed that most Japanese, weary of the 
war in China, were prepared to see Japan reorient her policies toward 
peace. 

The Preadent and I, of course, had heard such opinions emanating 
from the liberal group in Japan before. Whatever the intentions of the 
liberals, the military group had virtually always been too strong for 
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them. It was true enough that the Japanese people were tired of the war 
in China,- but were they already too imbued with the propaganda of the 
jingoists to want to ignore the Heaven-sent opportunity of the war in 
Europe to create a Japanese East Asia? What the Catholic priests were 
telling us was in drastic contrast to what Matsuoka and many official 
leaders of Japan were proclaiming to the world. 

At that very moment the Japanese were manifestly gaining control 
over the Government of Thailand. A border dispute between Thailand 
and French Indo-China, in the northern part of which lay a Japanese 
army, afforded them the chance they wanted. Seeing the Thai Minister, 
Mom Rajawongse Seni Pramoj, on January 13, 1 espressed my belief that 
Japan would “swallow up” both countries in due course, and urged the 
Thai Government to compose its differences with Indo-China at once. 

When the British Charg6, Neville ‘Butler, handed me on January 22 
an aide-mSmoire from his Government asking us to use our Trifliif-nre with 
both sides to end the border dispute, I promised Butler we would give his 
request every consideration. But I added: “I am not sure whether this 
Goverrunent will be able to do anything more than it is now doing. Japan 
probably is directing and controlling the course and attitude of Thailand 
toward Indo-China, and in these circumstances it may be very difficult to 
get the ear of the Thai Government.” 

We could therefore view the approach of Bi^op Walsh and Father 
Drought only with caution. But they insisted that the proposal they had 
outlined was acceptable to many high Japanese officials and could be 
agreed to in Japan. The Preadent and I were in accord that, for our 
part, we could not afford to neglect any chance to avoid a war in the 
Pacific. The menace of Hitlerism from across the Atlantic was sufficient 
to induce us to take any steps we could to keep our other flant peaceful. 

Accordingly the President and I agreed that Bishop Walsh and Father 
Drought, along with Postmaster General Walker, should continue their 
contacts with the Japanese Embasi^ on a purely private basis and seek 
to reduce to writing what the Japanese had in mind. We felt, however, 
that we ourselves could not take any action until the new Japanese Am- 
bassador, Admiral Kichisaburo Nomura, arrived in Washington. 

Prior to Ambassador Nomura’s arrival, I went over with the Presi- 
dent in g-eat detail the whole of our relations with Japan, and the pros- 
pects for reaching an agreanent with Tokyo. I estimated right at the out- 
set that there was not one chance of success in twenty or one in fifty 
or even one in a hundred. Japan’s past and present record, her unconcealed 
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ambitions, the opportunity for aggrandizement lying before her while 
embroiled Europe demanded a large part of our attention, and the basic 
divergence between our outlooks on international relations, were all against 
the possibility of such an accord. 

The President and I agreed that the existing treaties relating to the 
Far East were sufficient, provided the signatories, meaning especially 
Japan, lived up to them. There was no real need for new agreejnents — but 
if new agreements would contribute to peace in the Pacific, we believed 
we should not throw the chance away, however microscopic it was. 

We realized that the danger in the Far East was constantly growing. 
We appreciated the gravity of the situation in Europe and on the Atlantic. 
We knew that the territory we had to defend was vast, that our arma- 
ments had to be built up, that at the same time we had to supply war 
materials for the defense of the Western Hemisphere, the British Isles, 
the Near East, and the Far East. We took cognizance of the fact that our 
own public opinion was divided on the issues confronting us in Europe 
and the Orient. We had in the forefront of our minds the advice repeatedly 
given us by our highest military officers that they needed time to prepare 
the defenses vital to ourselves as well as to the countries resisting aggres- 
sion. We had before us the statements made toms by the British, Austra- 
lian, and Netherlands Governments that they were dangerously vulnerable 
in the Far East. We foresaw the far-reaching consequences to the whole 
world that would follow the outbreak of war in the Pacific. 

Consequently, the President and I agreed that we would do what- 
ever we could to bring about a peaceful, fair, and stabilizing settlement of 
the whole Pacific question. We knew we would have to be patient, because 
the Japanese Government could not, even if it wished, abruptly put into 
reverse Japan’s march of aggression. Implementation of promises Japan 
might make in any peaceful agreement would demand much time. But 
we also agreed that, while carrying no chip on our shoulders in our nego- 
tiations with Japan, we could not sacrifice basic principles without which 
peace would be illusory. 

Ambassador Halifax reflected the British Government’s view of rela- 
tions with Japan when he said to me on February 20 that his Government 
was increasingly concerned over the dangerous outlook and hoped the 
United States might find further means of deterring the Japanese from 
a military and naval drive south to the Dutch East Indies and the Singa- 
pore area. I went over with Halifax, the various steps we had already taken 



WE TALK WITH JAPAN 987 

and told him we were watching the situation from every possible view- 
point. 

Ambassador Nomura paid his first call on me on February 12. He was 
tall, robust, in fine health, with an open face, differing considerably in 
physique from the average Japanese. He ^oke a certain — sometimes an 
uncertain — ^amount of English. His outstanding characteristic was solem- 
nity, but he was much given to a mirthless chuckle and to bowing. I credit 
Nomura with having been honestly sincere in trying to avoid war between 
his country and mine. 

In our first conversation we made no effort to go into the relations 
betwe^ our coimtries, reserving that for a tr iangula r conversation with 
the President two days later. Mr. Roosevelt received Nomura most cor- 
dially, recalled their first meeting some twenty-odd years before, remarked 
that he proposed to call him Admiral rather than Ambassador, and said 
they were friends and could at all times talk candidly as friends. Then the 
President said that relations between our two coimtries were not good 
and in fact were getting worse. He pointed out that the American people 
were seriously concerned over Japan’s movement southward and over her 
«itry into the Tripartite Pact which seemed to give Hitler the power to 
decide whether she should enter the war. 

The President also made the point that, while the American people 
were peace-minded and peace-observing, it would be extremely easy for an 
incident like the sinking of the Maine or of the Panay to cause an over- 
night uprising of American sentiment, more or less explosive, against the 
authors. He added that if he and I had not instantly dealt with the Panay 
incid^t in a calm manner there would probably have been a terrific 
inflammation of public sentiment in this country. 

He then suggested that Nomura might find it advisable— as he him- 
self did— to sit down with me and other State Department officials and 
review the important phases of relations between the two countries, at 
least during the previous four or five years, frankly discuss all their as- 
pects, ascertain just when and how points of divergence developed and 
what their effects were, and bring the whole situation up to date to see 
if our relations could not be improved. 

The President concluded by saying there was plenty of room in the 
Pacific for everybody, and that it would not do this country or Japan any 
good, but harm to both, to get into war. 

Nomura kept nodding his head as the Presidait spoke and promised 
to do anything he could to improve our relations. He frankly said, how- 
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ever, that his chief obstacle would be the military group in control in 
Tokyo. 

Lord Halifax and Australian Minister Casey came to see me the fol- 
lowing day to inquire about the conversation of the day before. I gave 
them a general outline of what had been said. I mentioned that I had told 
Nomura this: 

“There is a real possibility of danger that cannot be overlooked by 
any of the peaceful countries. This is that the military group in control 
in Japan, by a sudden, unannounced movement, could any day send an 
expedition to the Netherlands East Indies and Singapore. Or they could, 
inch by inch and step by step, get down to advanced positions in and 
around Thailand and the harbor of Saigon, Indo-China. This would leave 
the peacefully disposed elements in Japan, including the Japanese Am- 
bassador to the United States, to express their amazement and to say that 
such actions were without their knowledge or consent.’^ 

I held my first extended conversation with Nomura on March 8 in my 
apartment at the Carlton Hotel. This was the first of some forty to fifty 
conversations between us until Pearl Harbor, They were invariably at 
night, in the study of my apartment, first at the Carlton and then at the 
Wardman Park Hotel. Nomura preferred to come to my apartment rather 
than to the State Department so as to keep our conversations as free as 
possible from publicity. 

During the course of these discussions many blunt words were spoken 
point-blank, but our voices never rose from the level of a conversational 
tone. Nomura was very gentlemanly. As between us personally, relations 
were amicable. 

These conversations were to prove very tiring to me since they went 
into detail after detail of our relations and were usually conducted at night 
after I had already put in a full day at the State Department. Our first 
several conversations were limited to ourselves. Later they embraced my 
advisers and Nomura’s. 

Joseph W. Ballantine, an outstanding Japanese expert of the Depart- 
ment, used to appear at my apartment at seven-forty-five, bring whatever 
documents were necessary, and talk them over with me. Nomura and his 
advisers came in shortly before eight-thirty, and the conversations usually 
went on until ten o’clock, sometimes ten-thirty. Ballantine then returned 
to the State Department to prepare a memojrandum of the conversation. 

My principal advisers throughout these conversations were Dr. Stanley 
K. Hornbeck, Political Adviser on Far Eastern Affairs; Maxwell M. 
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Hamilton, Chief of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs; and Ballantine. 
These offers had had long experience and training in oriental affairs, 
and were especially equipped for the work they performed in the De- 
partment. 

In my first direct talk with Nomura I referred to the discussions 
Bishop Walsh and Father Drought had been conducting and said that, 
while I deeply appreciated their efforts and purposes and had told them 
so, I had also made it clear that on all official questions between our two 
Governments I could deal only with and through the duly authorized Am- 
bassador of Japan. I added that I had informed them that I could not 
confer with them individually imless the Ambassador assumed the respon- 
sibility and initiative to that end. 

I then outlined to Nomura the efforts I had made ever since 1933 to 
organize some forty nations into a movement toward liberal commerce, 
which efforts had been impeded by movements of military conquest in 
various parts of the world. I said I hoped Nomura might have something 
definite in mind that would offer a practical solution. 

But Nomura had no concrete suggestions to offer. He said Japan 
would be very glad to make a peace with China that would combine 
something of the puppet Government at Nanking with Chiang Kai-shek^s 
Government, but when I asked on what basis, he was silent. He did not 
clarify his Government's position in the Tripartite Pact with reference 
to the United States. On this point I said to him: 

^‘The American people, who were long complacent with respect to 
dangerous international developments, have of late become very thor- 
oughly aroused over movements by Japan and Germany presumably to 
take charge of the seas and continents for their own personal arbitrary 
control and profit at the expense of all other peoples. These apprehensions, 
of course, will continue as long as Hitler continues his avowed course of 
unlimited conquest and tyrannical rule and as long as the Japanese Army 
and Navy increase their occupation by force of other and distant areas." 

Nomura said several times that Japan was not committed to courses 
of conquest, but I emphatically replied: 

'‘‘As long as Japanese forces are all over China, and Japanese troops, 
planes, and warships are as far south as Thailand and Indo-China, ac- 
companied by such threatening declarations as Japanese statesmen are 
making week after week, there can only be increasing concern by nations 
vitally interested in halting world conquest by force and barbaric methods 
of government*” 
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Nomura commented that, if our embargoes continued to press his 
Government and the military group in control, the latter might well feel 
forced to proceed further in a naval or military way. 

“I don’t believe,” I replied, “that that question should arise because 
the whole responsibility for military conquest rests entirely on your Gov- 
ernment,” It was Japan’s movement of conquest that produced the em- 
bargoes; the embargoes did not produce the movement. 

I pointed out that few nations ever enjoyed more friendly relations 
than our two countries for two generations until ‘about the beginning of 
the 1930’s. I revealed to him that, when I came to the State Department, 
one of my greatest ambitions was to work out a mutually satisfactory ar- 
rangement with respect to Japanese immigration into the United States — 
one of the bitterest points of Japanese resentment against us — so that 
Japanese could come into the United States on a basis of equality. 

Two or three times I asked Nomura whether he were agreeable to 
pursuing the President’s suggestion of our talking over past relations 
between our two Governments in an effort to reach a settlement.' He 
indicated he was favorably disposed, but had nothing specific to suggest. 

I concluded our conversation by emphasizing that it was the opinion 
of the President and others in the Administration that the British, beyond 
any reasonable doubt, would 1)0 able successfully to resist Hitler. 

Less than a week later, on March 14 , 1 took Nomura, at his request, 
to see the President. Nomura repeated to us that none of his people, 
with few exceptions, desired war with us. Matsuoka, he said, talked loudly 
for home consumption because he was ambitious politically, but Japan 
herself could not maintain such ambitious plans. He said Japan desired 
three things in China: good will, economic cooperation, and defense against 
Communism, She also wanted raw materials from neighboring countries. 
Remarking that the situation in Europe was increasingly disastrous, he 
said Japan and the United States should cooperate for peace. 

Picking up Nomura’s reference to Communism in China, the Presi- 
dent remarked that the people of China were constituted very differently 
from those of Russia and had a philosophy that stabilized and guided 
them along much broader lines. China, he said, was not really communistic 
in the same sense as Russia, and Japan had an undue fear of Communism 
in China. 

He commented that the Tripartite agreement had upset the Ameri- 
can people because they thought a concerted effort was being made by 
Germany and Italy to reach the Suez Canal and by Japan to approach 
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Singapore, the Netherlands Indies, and the Indian Ocean. Nomura 
strongly expressed his belief that his country would not go south. 

Matsuoka was now en route to Berlin, issuing bellicose statements 
as he went, but Nomura said his trip to Berlin was merely a compliment 
to the German Government. After the President remarked that matters 
between our two countries could undoubtedly be worked out without a 
military clash, and that the first step in this direction would be the 
removal of suspicion and fear regarding Japan’s intentions, Padded: 

“Of course, with Matsuoka astride the Axis on his way to Berlin 
and talking loudly as he goes, and with Japanese naval and air forces in 
the vicinity of Indo-China and Thailand, with no explanation but with 
serious inferences concerning their presence there, you must realize how 
acute the feeling in this country has become. Since Japan has departed 
from the course that most other countries have been pursuing, the initia- 
tive and responsibility are hers to suggest what, how, and when she is 
willing to undertake serious discussions with us. Above all, she must make 
it clear by words and acts whether her intentions in this direction are 
serious.” 

Japan having mediated the border dispute between Indo-China and 
Thailand and awarded the '’latter a liberal slice of territory, Lord Halifax 
came to my office on April 8 and handed me two memoranda from his 
Government asking our help to keep Thailand in line. • 

“I myself,” I replied, “am not at all convinced that the present Thai 
Government is a real friend of this Government or any other government 
except the Japanese. It went into collusion with the Japanese to secure 
Tokyo’s aid which enabled it to obtain much territory from Indo-China. 
In my opinion Japanese-Thai alliances already ^st in the military, politi- 
cal, and economic fields.” 

The informal conversations conducted by Bishop Walsh, Father 
Drought, and Postmaster General Walker with Japanese representatives, 
including Ambassador Nomura, reached a head on April 9. On that day I 
received from them a draft proposal on which the participants had agreed. 
During the next few days I went over this carefully with the experts on 
Far Eastern affairs in the State Department. 

As we studied the proposal, our disappointment was keen. It was 
much less accommodating than we had been led to believe it would be, and 
most of its provisions were all that the ardent Japanese imperialists could 
want. 

With regard to the Tripartite Pact, Japan would state that her mili- 
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tary obligation under the Axis alliance came into force only when one of 
the parties of the alliance was aggressively attacked by a power not at 
present involved in the European War. But this still left Japan the right 
to decide what constituted an aggressive attack. The war in the Atlantic 
between the British Navy and German submarines and surface raiders 
was growing yet more acute. To the President and me it was becoming 
ever more apparent that it was not enough to manufacture war goods 
for Britain and pass them on to her under Lend-Lease. We should also 
have to ensure that they got to Britain, for no matter how much supplies 
we produced, they could not help the Allies if they lay at the bottom of 
the sea. If incidents then rose between Germany and ourselves in the 
Atlantic, Japan was free under the draft proposal to decide that we were 
making an aggressive attack and to declare war against us. 

With regard to China, the draft proposal stated that the President 
would request Chiang Kai-shek to negotiate peace with Japan on a basis 
of China’s independence, withdrawal of Japanese troops from China in 
accordance with an agreement to be reached between Japan and China; no 
acquisition of Chinese territory; no imposition of indemnities; resumption 
of the *^Open Door,” the interpretation and application of which would 
be agreed upon at some future, convenient time between the United 
States and Japan; coalescence of the Chiang Kai-shek and Wang Ching- 
wei Governments; no large-scale or concentrated immigration of Japa- 
nese into Chinese territory; and recognition of Japan’s possession of Man- 
chukuo. 

If Chiang Kai-shek agreed to the President’s request, Japan would 
submit peace terms within the above limits and along the line of neigh- 
borly friendship, joint defense against communistic activities, and eco- 
nomic cooperation. If Chiang Kai-shek did not agree, the United States 
would discontinue assistance to the Chinese. 

The proposal provided that the United States and Japan would assure 
the supply to each other of such commodities as were available and were 
required by either. Normal trade relations were to be resumed. The United 
States would give Japan a gold credit. The United States would give 
Japan cooperation and support in the production and procurement of nat- 
ural resources such as oil, rubber, tin, and nickel. 

A conference between President Roosevelt and Premier Konoye at 
Honolulu was suggested. 

Nothing was mentioned about Japanese troops in Indo-China. 

Numerous questions at once rose to our minds. To what extent and 
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when wcmld Japan evacuate her troops from China? How would she inter- 
pret and apply the “Open Door”? What did the coalescence of the Chiang 
Kai-shek and the puppet Nanking regimes mean? How could we require 
China to recognize Manchukuo which we ourselves did not recognize? 
How could we request Chiang Kai-shek to negotiate when there were so 
many loopholes for Japanese interpretation, and how could we agree to 
discontinue aid to China if he refused? 

While our study of these proposals went on, Matsuoka, returning 
through Moscow from Berlin, signed a neutrality pact with Stalin on 
April 13. We knew that negotiations for an agreement of this nature had 
been in course between Tokyo and Moscow for several months. Japan 
had wanted a stronger agreement, but Russia had held off. Suddenly 
Stalin gave a last-minute assent to a limited agreement, as Matsuoka 
was about to leave Moscow. It was obvious to us that Stalin was worried 
over the possibUity of an attack by Hitler and wanted to protect his 
Far Eastern flank. We ourselves had already given Russia two warnings 
that Hitler was planning an attack. 

On the day following this announcement, I publicly stated our reac- 
tion to the agreement. “The significance of the pact between- the Soviet 
Union and Japan relating to neutrality, as reported in the press today, 
could be overestimated,” I said. “The agreement would seem to be 
descriptive of a situation which has in effect existed between the two 
countries for some time past. It therefore comes as no surprise, although 
there has existed doubt whether the two Governments would or would 
not agree to say it in writing. The policy of this Government, of course, 
remains unchanged.” 

Ambassador Steinhardt in Moscow cabled us on April 1 1 an account 
of a conversation he had with Matsuoka. The Japanese Foreign Minister 
said he had made no commitments in Berlin or Rome; Japan was not 
obligated to go to war with the United States but if the United States 
declared war on Germany the situation might be different; Matsuoka did 
not expect Germany to declare war on the United States, but if so he 
hoped we would make no move in the Pacific until Japan had made its 
position clear; Japan would adhere to its obligations under the Tripartite 
Pact; Hitler and Ribbentrop had said to him they had no desire to become 
involved in a war with us; Hitler expected to win the war by submarine 
and air activities against Britain and would attempt an invasion of Britain 
only if necessary. 

After our Far Eastern experts and I completed our examination nf the 
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proposals sent me through Postmaster General Walker, I concluded that, 
however objectionable some of the points nught be, there were others 
that could be accepted as they stood and still others that could be agreed 
to if modified. The state of our relations with Japan was such, and the 
requirements of our policy of extensive aid to Britain were such, that I 
felt no opportunity should be overlooked that might lead to broad-scale 
conversations with Japan. I therefore asked Nomura to see me in my 
apartment at the Wardman Park Hotel, to which I had recently moved. 

I mentioned to Nomura that I had received the unofficial proposals 
for a settlement between our two countries, and added that I had been 
told that the Ambassador himself had participated in and associated him- 
self with these plans. I repeated what I had said before, that we could 
deal only with the Ambassador in considering the problems outstanding 
between our Governments, and I wanted to clear up the question of the 
extent of his knowledge of the document containing the proposals and 
whether it was his desire to present it officially as a first step in negotia- 
tions. 

Nomura promptly replied he knew all about the document, he had 
collaborated to some degree with the various Japanese and American 
individuals who drew it up, and he would be disposed to present it as a 
basis for negotiations. He had not yet forwarded it to his Government, 
however, but he thought his Government would be favorably disposed 
toward it. 

I said there were certain points my Government would desire to raise 
prior to negotiations, such as the integrity and sovereignty of China and 
the principle of equality of opportunity in China, and he could then com- 
municate these to his Government and ascertain whether it agreed that 
there was a basis for negotiations. 

Two days later I handed Nomura at my apartment a statement of 
four basic principles which I said would have to underlie any agreement 
we reached. Before doing so, I said: “The one paramount preliminary 
question about which my Government is concerned is a definite assurance 
in advance that your Government has the willingness and ability to go 
forward with a plan for settlement. Is it willing to abandon its present 
doctrine of military conquest by force and of taking title to all property 
and territories seized^ Is it ready to give up the use of force as an instru- 
ment of policy and adopt the principles that my Government has been 
proclaiming as the. foundation on which all relations between nations 
should properly rest?” 
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The four principles I laid before Nomura were these: 

“(i) Respect for the territorial integrity and the sovereignty of each 
and all nations; 

“(2) Support of the principle of noninterference in the internal 
affairs of other countries; 

“(3) Support of the principle of equality, including equality of com- 
mercial opportunity; 

“(4) Nondisturbance of the status quo in the Pacific except as the 
status quo may be altered by peaceful means.” 

I said to Nomura that, with these four points accepted, if he sub- 
mitted to his Government the informal document prepared by the indi- 
vidual Americans and Japanese, and if his Government approved it and 
instructed him to propose it to us, it would afford a basis for starting 
conversations. We would thereupon offer counter proposals and inde- 
pendent proposals. We would then discuss these with Nomura, along with 
the Japanese proposals, and talk them out to a conclusion one way or the 
other in the friendly spirit that unquestionably should and would charac- 
terize the conversations. 

After Nomura studied our four points he suggested that the principle 
of equality might well be discussed during our talks. 

“This is impossible,” I promptly replied. “We could not think of 
entering into negotiations if your Government should even hesitate m 
agreeing to this point. No country in the world would get more from the 
doctrine of equality than Japan. You yourself know how successfully this 
doctrine has operated between the United States and the Latin American 
countries.” 

Nomura remarked that the United States had special relations with 
Latin America which Japan would not be permitted to have with countries 
in the Orient. 

“There^s great misunderstanding on this point,” I responded. “The 
truth is that the chief South American countries produce large surpluses 
of wheat, corn, and meat, such as we produce, with the result that we have 
never had more than a limited trade relationship with them, as compared 
with their trade with the rest of the world. 

“When I went to Montevideo eight years ago, I sought to institute a 
system of closer relations among our countries. The largest purpose I had 
in mind was the common defense of the hemisphere. If I had not culti-' 
vated closer relations in lieu of the embittered relations that existed prior 
to 1933, there would probably be several Hitler puppet governments in 
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Central and South America now. And they might be conceding naval 
and airplane bases to Hitler and performing other acts under his instruc- 
tions.” 

As for Japan, I said she could carry on all social, educational, eco- 
nomic, and political relations with nations in the Pacific with a view to 
cultivating them in the same way. But, I added: “She will get nowhere 
if she surrounds herself and them by preferences, or asserts zones of 
special controlling influence, or carries out movements such as are not 
dreamed of in this country or in this hemisphere.” 

Nomura wanted me to indicate whether I would largely approve the 
proposals contained in the document handed me on April 9, I said we 
could give ready approval to several, while others would have to be modi- 
fied or eliminated, and we would offer some proposals ourselves “But 
if your Government is in real earnest about changing its course,” I con- 
tinued, “I can see no good reason why ways could not be found to reach 
a fairly satisfactory settlement of all the essential questions presented.” 

Nomura’s command of English was so marginal that I frequently 
doubted whether he understood the points I was making. I took care 
to speak slowly and often to repeat and reemphasize some of my sentences. 
In the following month I introduced Joseph W. Ballantine into our con- 
ferences so that, with his excellent knowledge of Japanese (he is the author 
of a grammar of that language) he could go over again some of the vital 
points in the Ambassador’s own tongue. 

Nomura duly sent to Tokyo the document of April 9, along with my 
four points and other observations, and we sat down to await the Japanese 
reply. 

Lord Halifax and Australian Minister Casey brought me on April 22 
a telegram reporting a Japanese concentration of twelve to fifteen divi- 
sions at Formosa, Canton, and Hainan, with the apparent object of attack- 
ing Malaya direct or through Thailand. Halifax handed me also an aide- 
mimoire from his Government suggesting that a declaration be made by 
the United States, the British, and Netherlands Governments jointly or 
separately stating that should Japan make any further major move to 
the south their interest would be jointly and individually affected. 

I reminded the Ambassador of the statements I had made when Japan 
was expressing a suspicious interest in the Dutch East Indies. “Those 
statements,” I said, “declared that interference with the Dutch East 
Indies by Japan would raise the whole question of peace throughout the 
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Pacific area. They were much stronger than the one your Government now 
proposes.^' 

I added that I did not concur in the idea of a joint statement, but 
would give thought to the possibility of a parallel statement. 

Halifax also gave me an aide-memoire from his Government asking 
our help in weaning Thailand away from Japan. I said, as I had before^ 
that we would do anything practicable, but that I was very much afraid 
that Thailand was already in the clutches of Japan. 

Many days of waiting for Japan’s reply to Nomura’s cable now en- 
sued. Nomura came to my apartment on May 2 and, pleading for patience, 
said there was politics in the situation back in Japan and implied that 
this was the cause of the “hitch” in his receiving the instructions he had 
requested. The “politicos in the situation,” of course, was Foreign Mmistei 
Matsuoka, who had returned to Tokyo aflame from his talks with Hitler 
and Mussolini and opposed any negotiations with the United States that 
would infringe on the Tripartite Pact. (According to Premier Konoye’s 
memoirs, Matsuoka went directly to the Emperor over Konoye’s head to 
urge support of the Axis, and Konoye had to go to the Emperor to urge 
proceeding with the talks with the United States ) 

The President on May 6 declared China eligible for assistance under 
the Lend-Lease Act. 

The following day Nomura came again to my apartment. He made 
a suggestion, as coming from his Government, that our two countries sign 
a nonaggression pact. Without hesitation I promptly brushed this aside. • 
“This is an entirely different matter from the proposals contained in your 
document of April 9,” I said. “My Government is not thinking of con- 
sidering anything except basic principles as a foundation for any nego- 
tiations.” 

This idea of a Japanese-American nonaggression pact was a hoary 
one that Bad been presented to me several times in the past. It would 
have meant our agreeing to refrain from war with Japan no matter what 
she did in the Far East. 

Nomura also said he had received a telegram from Matsuoka, but 
there were many things in it that “were wrong.” He asked if he might 
hand it to me. I studied a moment and then said that, since it had many 
things in it that were wrong, he might just as well retain it, if he had the 
authority to do so, because, as he indicated, it would seem to negate 
most or much of the document of April 9, and hence no progress could 
be made. Nomura accordingly kept the telegram. 
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Actually, we already knew the contents of the message. It contained a 
statement from Matsuoka to me that the German and Italian leaders were 
confident of victory, that American participation in the European War 
would merely prolong it and bring about the destruction of civilization, 
and that Japan could not injure the position of her allies. 

We knew this because of the fact that our Navy and Army cipher 
experts, with remarkable ingenuity, had broken the Japanese code and 
were deciphering Government messages from Tokyo to Washington and 
other capitals, translating them and sending them to the State Depart- 
ment for our information. 

These intercepts, bearing our code name ‘^Magic,’’ played little part 
in our early negotiations, but were of great importance during the final 
phases. They enabled us to know many of the instructions the Japanese 
Foreign Minister was sending to Nomura and to other Japanese repre- 
sentatives; they gave us a check on what Nomura was reporting to Tokyo 
concerning the conversations he was holding with me; and they showed* 
that the Japane'se Government was going ahead with its plans of conquest 
even while talking of peace with us. I looked upon them as I would upon a 
witness who was testifying against his own side of a case. 

I naturally had to be careful never to give Nomura the slightest im- 
pression of this special knowledge. I had to take care to keep our conver- 
sation limited to the knowledge I might have gained from him or from 
normal diplomatic sources. So as to safeguard the security of these mes- 
sages, I named one of my secretaries to handle them, keep track of them, 
and make sure they were either returned to the Navy or destroyed. 

After strongly complimenting Nomura on his conscientious efforts to 
promote better relations between onr two countries, and remarking that 
he knew I had been patient thus far, I said: ‘T would not be candid with 
you if I did not say that I cannot give any assurances of further patience 
in the event of more delay. There are influences at work that cannot be 
held back. This country, as I have already said to you, is determined that 
Hitler shall not get control of the high seas — ^and this means not one sea 
but the seven seas. We do not propose, therefore, to delay all necessary 
steps of resistance and defense until it is too late. As you know, things are 
moving fast in the direction of resistance, just as Hitler is endeavoring 
to move fast in his course of aggression.’’ 

This was at a moment when Hitler had completed his invasion of 
Yugoslavia and Greece, when we knew he was concluding his preparations 
to invade Russia, when it seemed that Vichy France was moving toward 
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collaboration with Germany, and when we ourselves were taking even 
broader steps to make our assistance to Britain effective. 

Four days later Nomura called at my apartment and left with me 
a series of documents. These included a draft for an agreement between 
the United States and Japan; a paper containing a series of explanations 
of the draft; the text of the agreement between Japan and the puppet 
regime at Nanking signed November 30, 1940; a copy of a “Joint Dec- 
laration by the Governments of Japan, Manchukuo, and China,” and a 
copy of a declaration by Premier Konoye on December 22, 1938. But the 
following day Nomura returned in some confusion and said he had made 
a mistake in leaving with me the copies of the Nanking agreement, the 
Joint Declaration, and Konoye’s statement. He asked for the return of all 
the documents he had handed me the day before, and I duly gave them 
back to him. 

Nomura then handed me a complete new set of documents; namely, 
Japan’s draft for an agreement and a paper containing an “oral explana- 
tion” of the proposals. 

We were now in possession of Japan’s official propositions. A basis was 
laid, as of May 12, for the discussions that went on, with one interruption, 
up to Pearl Harbor. 
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ONCE WE HAD Japan’s formal proposals of May 12 before 
us, we began to study them intensively. We analyzed each point in itself 
and in its relation to the other points. We sought to ascertain what we 
could accept outright, what we had to reject outright, and what lay in 
the twilight zone where the change of a word or a phrase would mean the 
difference between acceptance or rejection. 

Very few rays of hope shone from the document. What Japan was 
proposing was mostly to her own advantage. In effect, it called for a 
species of joint overlordship of the Pacific area by Japan and the United 
States, with Japan the baron of the part that embraced nine-tenths of 
the population and the wealth, and with little consideration for the rights 
and interests of other nations. 

The first portion of the document was in the nature of a preamble, 
containing abstract affirmations of peaceful intent and international co- 
operation. Our first hurdle occurred in Section Two, relating to the atti- 
tude of the two Governments toward the European War. 

Here Japan stated that her alliance with the Axis Powers was “de- 
signed to prevent the nations which are not at present directly affected by 
the European War from engaging in it.” This was clearly an effort to 
coerce the United States. 

As for us, Japan presented this proposal: “The Government of the 
United States maintains that its attitude toward the European War is, 
and will continue to be, directed by no such aggressive measures as to 
assist any one nation against the other.” In other words it was question- 
able whether we could any longer assist Britain. Also, what was Japan’s 
definition of aggressive measures? 

Finally, this section contained another clause whereby Japan and the 
United States agreed to act jointly “speedily to restore peace in Europe.” 
Any speedy restoration of peace in Europe, with Hitler in possession of 
most all the Continent, meant a peace on Nazi terms. 

As for the war in China, the document called for our Government to 
request Chiang Kai-shek to negotiate peace with Japan on terms approxi- 
mately those contained in the document of April 9. In the explanatory 
note accompanying the document, Japan requested “an understanding, in 
a separate and secret document, that the United States would discontinue 


1000 



asms break off talks 


lOOZ 


her assistance to the Chiang Kai-shek regime if Chiang Kai-shek does not 
accept.’’ Failing this, she wanted a definite pledge by “some highest 
authorities.” 

Japan also proposed that the two countries supply, as far as possible, 
commodities that the other required, and take steps to resume normal 
trade relations. The United States would help Japan to produce and ob- 
tain natural resources such as oil, rubber, tin, and nickel. Other provisions 
called for a joint guarantee of the independence of the Philippines and 
a nondiscriminatory basis for Japanese immigration to the United States. 

Japan deleted the suggestion in the April 9 document that the Presi- 
dent and Premier Konoye meet at Honolulu. Instead she suggested it 
would be better to arrange, by an exchange of letters, that the conference 
would be considered after the results of the agreement had been studied. 

As I communicated to the President our impressions of the draft 
agreement, we had to decide whether to begin the conversations with the 
Japanese. As the document stood, it offered little basis for an agreement, 
unless we were willing to sacrifice some of our most basic principles, which 
we were not. Nevertheless, it was a formal *and detailed proposal from 
Japan. To have rejected it outright would have meant throwing away 
the only real chance we had had in many months to enter with Japan into 
a fundamental discussion of all the questions outstanding between us. 

The President and I figured that if there were the slightest possibility 
of inducing Japan to withdraw from the Axis alliance, we should pursue 
it, for this would be a sharp blow to Hitler and a fillip to the Allies. Even 
a gradual withdrawal of Japan would have its worth. 

Consequently, we decided to go forward on the basis of the Japanese 
proposals and seek to argue Japan into modif3dng here, eliminating there, 
and inserting elsewhere, until we might reach an accord we both could 
sign with mutual good will. 

Nomura came to my apartment two days after he presented Japan’s 
proposals, and we discussed the factors embraced in our concept of self- 
defense in the light of Hitler’s movement of conquest. Nomura 'said his 
view and that of his Government was that the United States was in no 
danger from Europe. 

“We have irrefutable evidence,” I replied, “that this hemisphere and 
this country would be and are in serious and imminent danger. It all 
depends on whether Hitler conquers Great Britain. If he should, he would 
probably or possibly come into control of the high seas and would make 
his first attack in South America.” 
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On that same day, May 14, Foreign Minister Matsuoka said to 
Ambassador Grew in Tokyo that Konoye and he were determined that 
Japan’s southward advance should be carried out by peaceful means — 
“unless,” he added significantly, “circumstances render this impossible.” 
When Grew asked what circumstances, Matsuoka pointed to the concen- 
tration of British troops in Malaya. Grew replied that this was purely 
defensive, but Matsuoka countered that the Japanese public considered 
it provocative and might bring pressure on the Government to act. 

Matsuoka’s attitude was therefore not very heartening to our pre- 
liminary conversations. Japan had been “threatened” by China, hence she 
invaded China. She had been “threatened” by British, Chinese or De 
Gaullist agents in Indo-China, hence she invaded Indo-China. These soph- 
istries were those of Hitler. The implications were those of conquest. 

Nevertheless, we went forward with our conversations. Our Far 
Eastern experts and I prepared an informal series of written observations 
which I handed to Nomura on May 16. This included excerpts from my 
address of April 24 explaining the position of our Government toward 
Hitler’s movement of worM conquest and the steps we were taking in 
self-defense. “Hitler,” I further stated, “is the one person who can 
promptly remove the necessity for efforts at effective self-defense by this 
country and other countries similarly situated, whereas for any other 
nation to request that the United States desist from any such resistance 
would in its actual effect range the country making such request on the 
side of Hitler and his movement of aggression by force.” 

I also handed Nomura our redraft of certain sections of the agree- 
ment, particularly those relating to the Tripartite Pact and to China. On 
the first point, we sought to limit Japan to entering the war under the 
Axis alliance only if one of the Axis nations were aggressively attacked 
by a power not at present involved in hostilities, but at the same time we 
wanted Japan to declare that she was ‘under no commitment to the Axis 
inconsistent with the terms of the agreement under discussion. As for 
ourselves, we declared our attitude toward the European War to be solely 
that of self-protection and self-defense. 

As to China, we agreed that, if Japan and the United States approved 
the agreement, the President would suggest to the Governments of Japan 
and China that they enter into peace negotiations on a basis that would 
include neighborly- friendship, mutual respect of sovereignty and terri- 
torial integrity, withdrawal of Japanese troops in accordance with a sched- 
"ule to be agreed upon, no annexation or indemnities, equality of com- 
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Biercial opportunity for all concerned, parallel measures of defense against 
subversive activities from without, and the question of Manchuria to be 
dealt with by friendly negotiations. There was no provision for our ceasing 
to aid China if Chiang Kai-shek refused these terms. 

I asked Lord Halifax to come to my oflBce on that same day, May 
16, and mentioned that rumors were current that the United States was 
negotiating peace between Japan and China. I said I had not thus far 
treated them seriously. 

‘‘There are two groups in Japan,” I remarked. “One is pro-German, 
the other is a peace group among high officials. According to one report, 
this latter group really wants to turn Japan’s policy toward law and order 
and away from military conquest, move their troops out of China, pledge 
China’s independence and the principle of nondiscrimination to all nations 
dealing with her, and oppose war being brought into the Pacific. But I 
have not taken this too seriously.” 

Halifax replied he thought I should explore this possibility even 
though there might not be one chance in twenty-five to develop it suc- 
cessfully. 

I met again with Nomura at my apartment on the evening of May 20 
to discuss the various proposals put forth by both sides. Nomura had 
already introduced to me the two advisers who had come from Japan to 
assist him and who now appeared with him for most of our conferences. 
They were Colonel Hideo Iwakuro, representing the Japanese Army, and 
Tadao Wikawa, an official of the Cooperative Bank of Japan, who was 
close to the most influential civilian group in the Japanese Government. 
From now on I had with me at most of these conferences the State De- 
partment Far Eastern experts, Hamilton and Ballantine. 

Iwakuro and Wikawa had been in Washington for some weeks, and 
had taken part in the discussions with Bishop Walsh and Father Drought. 
They had been sent especially from Japan for these conversations. Their 
hope, however, had been that the President would appoint someone out- 
side the State Department expressly to negotiate with them. 

Iwakuro had all the virtues and shortcomings of a Japanese Army 
officer. He was a very fine t5npe, honest, calmly poised, very sure of himself 
without being annoyingly self-confident. He could, of course, see only his 
Army’s viewpoint, not ours or the real interest of Japan. Wikawa was of 
the “slick politician” type whom the Japanese themselves did not seem to 
respect for integrity. 

When I asked Nomura how the prospects for agreement now looked 
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to him, he replied that the Japanese Army and Navy, as well as the 
Foreign Office and the whole Cabinet, had approved the agreement, that 
it had been referred to the Emperor, and that it would have unanimous 
support in Japan. He was referring, of course, to Japan's proposals, not 
our counter proposals. He said that if now we should fail to carry the 
proposals through, he would be in a very embarrassing position with 
regard to his Government. I drew the impression from that that he had 
already indicated to his Government that the approval of our Govern- 
ment was assured. He therefore said it would be a pity if we failed to 
reach an understanding ^‘through disagreement on words.'' 

I brought up two points in regard to China. One was Japan’s proposal 
that China and Japan join in defense against Communism. The other was 
the stationing of Japanese troops in certain parts of China. I said that if 
and when my Government approached Chiang Kai-shek on the matter of 
negotiating with Japan, I should have to tell him on what basis Japan 
proposed to negotiate. “This basis,” I said, “should be one on which 
Chiang could carry his country with him. If the Chinese Government 
should be unwilling to proceed with negotiations on the basis proposed, I 
would be in a very embarrassing position.” 

I suggested that the two points be covered under a broader provision 
such as special measures of protection for Japanese nationals and property 
against lawlessness in areas where such measures were necessary. This 
meant measures to be undertaken by the Chinese Government. It was 
intended to do away with any necessity for retaining Japanese troops in 
China. 

Colonel Iwakuro spoke up to say he was surprised I had brought up 
these points. It was his conception, he said, that the central objective of 
the agreement we were discussing was peace in the Pacific between Japan 
and the United States, and the settlement of the “China affair” was inci- 
dental and concerned only China and Japan. 

agree,” I replied, “that our central objective is peace in the 
Pacific between Japan and the United States. But a peaceful settlement 
between Japan and China is an essential element in the situation.” I later 
pointed out that, if the United States were to suggest that Chiang Kai- 
shek enter into negotiations with Japan, my Government could not divest 
itself of some responsibility for the basis of the proposed negotiations and 
for seeing that they conformed to the principles we supported. 

Colonel Iwakuro then and in later conversations made clear what 
Japan had in mind regarding evacuation of troops from China. These 
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would be gradually removed from Central and Southern China over a 
period of some years. But they would not be removed at all from Inner 
Mongolia and the adjacent regions of China proper, including lines of 
communication to the sea as far south as Tsingtao. This meant Japanese 
military domination of the five North China provinces of Hopeh, Shan- 
tung, Shansi, Chahar, and Suiyuan, with an area of more than 400,000 
square miles and a population estimated at more than 80,000,000 persons. 

From time to time Nomura varied in his opinions on evacuation of 
Japanese troops from China; but Iwakuro never changed his that 
the stationing of Japanese troops m northern China was an absolute 
condition of any settlement with China. And it was likely that Iwakuro’s 
views on this point would prevail since he was the representative of the 
Japanese Army, which was determined to remain in China. 

This subject rose again in a further discussion I had with Nomura 
alone at my apartment on the evening of May 28. Nomura said he did 
not know exactly what the Japanese Army had in mind regarding 
evacuation of troops from China, and this would be dealt with in direct 
negotiations between Japan and China. He said his personal opinion was 
that negotiations on this point might be protracted possibly over a period 
of six months and that two years would be required before evacuation 
could be effected. In response to my specific questions, Nomura said such 
evacuation would not include troops retained in China for ‘‘cooperative 
defense against communistic activities.” He did not know how many 
troops would be stationed in China. 

“It seems important to me,” I remarked, “that relations between 
China and Japan should be adjusted on a basis that would offer perma- 
nent promise of friendship between the two countries. The continued 
presence of Japanese troops in China would be a factor operating against 
such friendship, since the presence of these troops tends to produce 
incidents and friction. We found from our experience in Latin America 
that a policy of sending troops to settle claims does not pay.” I recom- 
mended our policy in Latin America as an example Japan could use with 
regard to China. 

Nomura said he personally agreed with me, but he did not think the 
Far East had progressed to a point where my suggestions would be 
feasible. 

Nomura and I had kept our discussions on an informal basis. Written 
documents had passed between us, but they were marked “unofficial and 
informal.” I now remarked to him that, before f^tering into any official 
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negotiations, and before approaching' the Chinese Government, it was my 
intention to talk over in strict confidence- with the Chinese Government 
the proposals we had under discussion. 

Nomura commented he did not expect that our Government would 
negotiate with the Chinese Government but would merely serve as a 
bridge to bring the Chinese and Japanese together into direct negotiations. 
When I asked Nomura how he thought Chiang Kai-shek would react to 
the proposal to station troops in China “for cooperative defense against 
conununistic activities,” he replied that Chiang Kai-shek was largely 
relying on American aid to sustain him, and, if we should discontinue o^r 
aid, he would be forced to come to terms with Japan. 

I had already called the Chinese Ambassador, Dr. Hu Shih, to my 
office on May 23 and talked to him about the current rumors of peace 
negotiations between Japan and China. 

“Recently,” I said, “the war situation in Europe has been getting 
worse [German occupation of the Balkans, British retreat in North 
Africa]. I have at all times treated the Far Eastern and the European 
wars as one combined movement so far as our defense is concerned. We, 
of course, are standing absolutely firm on all our basic policies and 
principles in both the West and the East.” 

Adding that, if the situation in Europe became more dangerous, I 
could not be certain whether a large segment of our Navy still at Pearl 
Harbor might not be sent to the Atlantic, I said: “Hence the question of 
peace reports naturally arises, even though matters have not reached a 
stage where negotiations would be undertaken.” 

Hu Shih discounted the possibility of peace between Japan and 
China, but said he would give the matter thought in the light of the 
increasing dangers I had mentioned. 

“In any event,” I said, “I shall not take matters into a serious stage 
without first fully consulting with you and your associates in the Govern- 
ment.” He expressed his appreciation. 

I tried to get through Nomura, during our May 28 conversation, 
clarification of his Government’s attitude toward the Tripartite Pact. 
“Since Ma^uoka’s return from Europe,” I said, “he has been making 
declarations on every occasion regarding Japan’s obligations under the 
Tripartite Alliance and saying Japan would support Germany in the 
event of American entry into the war. If we reached an agreement with 
you, critics would assert — unless your Government should clarify its 
attitude — ^that we had received no assurance as to Japan’s position.” 
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Nomura said he doubted very much whether his Government would 
be willing to add anything to what it already proposed because it would 
be placed in a very difficult position vis-a-vis Germany and Italy, and 
the pro-Axis group in Japan would create domestic difficulties, 

I sent Nomura on May 31a new draft of the proposals, incorporating 
certain changes we wished to make. In the section relating to the Tri- 
partite Pact we inserted a sentence: ‘‘Obviously, the provisions of the 
pact do not apply to involvement through acts of self-defense.” In the 
section relating to China, we provided for withdrawal of Japanese military 
and naval forces from Chiiiese territory and waters as promptly as possible 
and in accordance with an agreement to be concluded between Japan and 
China. We made cooperative defense by China and Japan against Com- 
munism subject to further discussion. 

Nomura came to see me on June 2 and said he thought he and his 
associates were in agreement on our document of May 31, “with the 
exception of some of the phraseology.” Since he was going to New York 
for a few days, we agreed that his and my associates should discuss this 
phraseology. 

Speaking very slowly and deliberately, I asked Nomura: “Is it your 
considered judgment that your Government seriously desires to enter into 
a settlement for peace, nondiscriminatory commercial relations, and 
friendship generally in the Pacific?” 

Nomura promptly replied that was his judgment. 

“The loud statements that Matsuoka and others are making daily,” 
I went on, “sharply raise the question I just put to you. I’m forced to 
inquire whether Japan really is seeking this sort of agreement, or whether 
she is only seeking a way to get out of China and then go forward in 
other directions with methods and practices entirely contrary to the prin- 
ciples that would have to underlie our settlement.” 

Nomura reputed his view that Japan earnestly desired a fair settle- 
ment. 

British Ministers Nevile Butler and Noel Hall called on me the 
following day to ask my impression as to a strong statement the British 
Government proposed to issue to back up a broadcast made by Nether- 
lands Foreign Minister E. N. van Kleffens regarding joint defense of the 
Netherlands Indies. 

“I have never made it a practice,” I said, “to make a threat without 
being ready to back it up. Therefore I would not offer a statement too 
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challenging or too threatening, but one of such moderation, firmness, and 
definiteness as would adequately meet the situation.” 

In the conversations that ensued between Nomura^s assistants and 
mine, the Japanese manifested an ever greater reluctance to agree to 
cleancut provisions, capable of no equivocation, that would guarantee 
peace in the Pacific. What they had in mind when they said they could 
agree to our proposals “with the exception of some of the phraseology” 
was soon apparent. They wanted provision after provision changed to 
such indefinite wording that it would be capable of various interpretations, 
including the one Japan intended giving it. Their original proposals were 
none too conciliatory, but as the discussions progressed and Nomura and 
his assistants began to receive reactions and instructions from Tokyo, 
their attitude became yet more grudging. 

In our initial exchanges Japan had disclaimed any intention to 
continue an economic monopoly for herself in China. But Nomura and his 
assistants made it clear that Japan intended to retain a preferred economic 
position in China and at the same time obtain economic rights in the 
Southwest Pacific such as she was unwilling that other nations should 
enjoy in China. For my part I had fought for so many years, in Congress 
and in the State Department, for nondiscrimination and equality of 
treatment in international commerce, that I could not agree to any claim 
by Japan to a preferred position in China. 

In general, with regard to Japan’s insistence on “phraseology,” I 
emphasized that my Government was seeking a basic, comprehensive 
agreement that would speak for itself as an instrument of peace. I said I 
was not interested in an agreement of a temporizing character that would 
not offer promise for future stability along sound progressive lines. 

I brought the divergencies of view between us to a head on June 6 
when I handed Nomura an “oral statement.” 

“It is disappointing,” I said, “to note a vast difference between the 
proposal as it now stands with these revisions and the original document 
on which earlier discussions were based. The successive Japanese revisions 
appear to have gradually narrowed down the extent of the advances in 
the direction of a liberal policy and to have carried the proposal away 
from the fundamental points which the Government of the United States 
considers are involved in establishing and preserving peaceful conditions 
in the Pacific area.” 

I then stated three basic observations: ^^The impression that the 
Secretary of State derives from the proposed revisions as a whole and 
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from recent manifestations of the Japanese Government’s attitude, is that 
they evince a disposition (i) to stress Japan’s alignment with the Axis, 
(2) to avoid giving a clear indication of an intention to place Japan’s 
relations with China on a basis which in the opinion of the Government 
of the United States would contribute to a lasting peace and thus to 
future stability in the Far East, and (3) to veer away from clear-cut 
commitments in regard to policies of peace and of nondiscriminatory 
treatment which are the fundamentals of a sound basis fon peace in the 
Pacific area.” 

Nomura, of course, insisted that his Government really wanted peace 
and sincerely desired to conclude an understanding with us as speedily 
as possible. But in the same breath he made a proposal that showed how 
little he and his Government appreciated the nature of the imderstanding 
we wished. He asked whether it would not be possible for the President,, 
having in view not merely America’s own interest but a wider interest in 
world peace, to act on his own initiative in proposing to the Chinese 
Government that k enter into negotiations with Japan. 

Colonel Iwakuro forthwith chimed in to say Nomura’s suggestion 
was prompted by the idea that it would better befit Japan’s dignity as a 
great Power if there could be avoided any appearance that Japan was 
coming to the United States in a suppliant attitude asking the United 
States to help in settling difficulties between Japan and China. 

Here was another manifestation of the necessity for ‘^saving face” 
with which we had already had to deal in our relations with Japan in the 
past. I replied to Nomura and Iwakuro that the President should have an 
agreement of the character we had in mind to stand on before undertaking 
to make an approach to the Chinese Government. 

“We need,” I said, “to draw up an agreement in clear-cut and 
unequivocal terms so that it will speak for itself. This is especially 
important at this time when the world has had so much experience with 
bad faith in international dealings and when there is so much skepticism 
and suspicion among the public in regard to international relations,” 

What had happened thus far was the opposite of what the President 
and I had hoped would happen. We had been willing to accept the 
Japanese proposals of May 12 as a basis for discussion, knowing full well 
they could not be accepted as they stood, but hoping that our subse- 
quent discussion would bring about modifications that would make them 
acceptable. But as soon as the Japanese Government realized we were 
willing to use the May 12 proposals as a basis for discussion, they began 
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instantly to move, not in our direction with more conciliatory proposals, 
but in the opposite direction with changes that brought the proposals 
more into line with their imperialistic ambitions and their Axis alliance. 

Nomura handed me a new draft of proposals on June 15. This 
deleted the sentence our previous proposals contained, to the effect that 
Japan would not be obliged to act under the Tripartite Pact if we became 
involved in the European War through measures of self-defense. The new 
draft was as far as ever from being acceptable to us. 

Then on June 21 I handed Nomura a document containing revisions 
of his draft of June 15 so as to bring it into focus with our views. In 
addition, I gave him an “oral statement” to emphasize our attitude on 
several main points. 

In this latter I said I had no reason to doubt that many Japanese 
leaders shared the desire of Nomura and his associates to bring about a 
better understanding between our two countries and to establish peace 
in the Pacific. “Unfortunately,” I pointed out, “accumulating evidence 
reaches this Government from sources all over the world . . . that some 
Japanese leaders in influential official positions are definitely committed 
to a course which calls for support of Nazi Germany and its policies of 
conquest and that the only kind of understanding with the United States 
which they would endorse is one that would envisage Japan’s fighting on 
the side of Hitler should the United States become involved in the Euro- 
pean hostilities through carrying out its present policy of self-defense,” 
This attitude, I said, we could not ignore. 

I added that we also had misgivings over the Japanese Government’s 
desire to provide in the agreement for the stationing of Japanese troops 
in Inner Mongolia and North China. Our liberal policies would not permit 
this Government to associate itself with any course inconsistent with these 
policies. “Furthermore,” I added, “although in matters affecting only this 
country there might be some latitude of decision as to the qualifying of 
rights, the matter under discussion affects the sovereign rights of a third 
country, and accordingly it is felt that this Government must be most 
scrupulous in dealing with such a matter.” 

I amplified orally to Nomura the point I had made on the Tripartite 
Pact in the statement I handed him. “At a time when Nazi Germany has 
invaded some fifteen or so countries,” I said, “the Japanese Minister for 
Foreign Affairs is declaring in effect that measures of resistance by coun- 
tries not already actually invaded would call for action by Japan under 
the Tripartite Pact. This is like saying that, if a tiger should break loose 
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in the countryside and if a villager living a mile or so away fcom where 
the tiger is committing depredations and killing neighbors should go out 
and attack the tiger in order to protect his own family, his action would 
constitute aggression.” 

The following day Nomura came back to see me a few hours after I 
had received word that Hitler had launched his invasion of Russia. 1 asked 
Nomura point-blank whether it was Matsuoka’s intention on the one 
hand to have us subject China to pressure to come to an agreement with 
Japan and on the other hand to free Japan to take action with reference 
to the European War as indicated in a message Matsuoka had sent 
Mussolini. Matsuoka had endorsed the Italian’s statement that “Japan 
will not remain indifferent in the face of American aggression against the 
Axis.” 

Nomura replied, as he had on previous occasions, that Japan did not 
want war with the United States, but that she did not wish to bind 
herself in advance with regard to some future eventuality. 

I commented I might have difficulty in the United States over the 
proposed understanding unless the Japanese Government could find some 
way of clarifying its attitude in view of the public statements that had 
been made in Japan. “I wonder,” I said, “whether Germany’s declaration 
of war against the Soviet Union might not affect the situation in such a 
way as to render it easier for the Japanese Government to find . gnm e way 
of doing this.” 

But Nomura said his Government did not wish to be placed in the 
position of repudiating its obligations under the Tripartite Pact. 

^ At this very moment Japanese espionage agents were working in the 
United States to ferret out the secrets of our national ripfpnsp The 
Department of Justice asked the State Department on June 13 whether 
we agreed to the prosecution of a number of Japanese agents in Hawaii 
who had not registered with the State Department, as agents of a foreign 
government were required to do. We consented. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation had communicated to us in 
May that they had uncovered espionage activities by Lieutenant Com- 
mander Tachibana, a language officer of the Japanese Government, and 
asked our attitude toward his arrest. We agreed on May 27, and Tachi- 
bana was arrested at Los Angeles. Ambassador Nomura besought us on 
June 14, in the interest of promoting friendly relations between our two 
Governments, to permit Tachibana to be deported immediately without 
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I went carefully into this case and decided to grant Nomura’s request, 
out of consideration for him and also having in mind that our conversa- 
tions with the Japanese were at a crucial stage. Tachibana left San Fran- 
cisco on June 21 with the proviso that he would never return to the 
United States. Shortly thereafter it developed that two other Japanese 
naval language officers, Lieutenant Commander Okada and Lieutenant 
Yamada, had been associated with Tachibana in espionage. They were 
sent out of the United States on July $. The effects of all three officers 
were carefully examined by the FBI for confidential material relating to 
our defenses before they were permitted to sail. 

The same procedure was followed in the case of Lieutenant Com- 
mander Ezima, a Japanese officer attached to the Japanese Naval In- 
spector’s Office, New York City, who was transmitting information to 
Germany via Japan on behalf of a group of German spies, 

I left Washington on June 23 for White Sulphur Springs, West Vir- 
ginia, to rest from an illness. The conversations, however, went on between 
my associates and Nomura and his associates, and I followed them daily 
through telephone and pouch. 

As reports came in that Japan contemplated an attack, on Soviet 
Russia, now desperately resisting the German onslaught, the President 
had a message sent on July 6 to Konoye expressing the earnest hope that 
Japan would not enter into hostilities against the Soviet Union. The 
following day Konoye replied through Matsuoka that they had “not so 
far considered the possibility of joining the hostilities against the Soviet 
Union.” They asked whether it was “really the intention of the President 
or the American Government to intervene in the European War.’^ Our 
reply to this, delivered on July 16, was that our policy toward Nazi 
Germany’s movement of world conquest was solely that of self-defense 
and we could not be expected to permit Germany to obtain control of the 
seas or any other strategic advantages that would directly threaten out 
security. 

We had, in fact, very definite knowledge of what Japan was planning. 
On the surface, an Imperial Conference was held in Tokyo on July 2, 
following which military steps of an alarming nature began to be taken. 
Between one and two million men were called to the armed forces, 
Japanese merchant vessels were suddenly recalled from the Atlantic, 
travel restrictions and strict censorship of mails and communications 
were imposed in Japan. The various steps taken were indicative of prepa- 
rations for a major war. 
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Under the surface, our intercepts of Japanese Government messages 
gave us equally alarming information. A message from Tokyo to Berlin 
on July 2 contained these ominous paragraphs on policy: 

‘'(i) Imperial Japan shall adhere to the pohcy of contributing to 
world peace by establishing the Great East Asia Sphere of Co-Prosperity, 
regardless of how the world situation may change. 

‘‘(2) The Imperial Government shall continue its endeavor to dis- 
pose of the China incident, and shall take measures with a view to 
advancing southward in order to establish firmly a basis for her self* 
existence and self-protection.” 

A message from Matsuoka to Nomura on the same day added: 
‘‘Preparations for southward advance shall be reenforced and the policy 
already decided upon with reference to French Indo-Chma and Thailand 
shall be executed. As regards the Russo-German War, although the spirit 
of the three-Power Axis shall be maintained, every preparation shall be 
made at the present and the situation shall be dealt with in our own way. 
In the meantime, diplomatic negotiations shall be carried on with extreme 
care. Although every means available shall be resorted to in order to 
prevent the United States from joining the war, if need be Japan shall 
act in accordance with the three-Power pact and shall decide when and 
how force will be employed,” 

Shortly thereafter Japanese troops on July 21 occupied the southern 
portions of Indo-China and were now in possession of the whole of 
France’s strategic province, pointing like a pudgy thumb toward the 
Philippines, Malaya, and the Dutch East Indies, 

Welles telephoned me at White Sulphur Springs on July 23 to talk 
over with me what he should say to Nomura who had requested an inter- 
view with Mm. We knew that the topic Nomura had in min d was the 
invasion of Indo-China. 

Nomura had come to see me at White Sulphur Springs ten days 
before, on July 13. He arrived without making an appointment, and I 
refused to see him. I was not well, and I knew Nomura had nothing new 
to offer. Furthermore, my associates and I thought it a good idea psycho- 
logically not to be too eager to see Nomura each time he requested an 
interview. Too much evidence on our part that we were anxious to reach 
a settlement with Japan induced the Japanese to narrow their concessions 
and enlarge their demands. 

When Welles telephoned me, I said to him that the invasion of 
Southern Indo-China looked like Japan’s last step before jumping oflf 
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for a full-scale attack in the Southwest Pacific. Since it came in the 
midst of the conversations we were holding with Japan, I said I could see 
no basis for pursuing the conversations further. 

Welles made these comments forcefully to Nomura and gave him my 
decision that our conversations had come to an end. 

On the following day the President, receiving Nomura, proposed 
that if the Japanese Government would withdraw its forces from French 
Indo-China, he would seek to obtain a solemn declaration by the United 
States, Britain, China, and The Netherlands to regard Indo-China as a 
^‘neutralized” country, provided Japan gave a similar commitment. 
Japan’s explanation for occupying Indo-China having been that she 
wanted to defend her supplies of raw materials there, the President’s 
proposal took the props from under this specious reasoning. A week later 
the President extended his proposal to include Thailand. 

Indicating our reaction to Japan’s latest act of imperialist aggres- 
sion, the President froze Japanese assets in the United States on July 26. 
I agreed to this step by telephone. All financial, import, and export trans- 
actions involving Japanese interests came under Government control, and 
thereafter trade between the United States and Japan soon dwindled to 
comparatively nothing. 

Shortly before the occupation of southern Indo-China, Foreign Min- 
ister Matsuoka had been forced to resign. The sudden German invasion 
of Russia only two months* after Matsuoka had signed a neutrality pact 
with Stalin’s Government, plus the concessions he had had to make to 
Stalin to obtain his signature, plus the fact that Hitler invaded Russia 
without notif3dng Tokyo in advance, plus Matsuoka’s habit of going over 
Konoye’s head to the Emperor to plead for all-out collaboration with the 
European Axis, all combined to make his continuance in the Cabinet 
impossible. He was succeeded by Admiral Teijiro Toyoda. 

With the conversations between Nomura and myself and our asso- 
ciates broken off, Colonel Iwakuro and Mr. Wikawa left the United States 
late in July to return to Japan. 

This first act of the drama of our dialogue with Japan ended in 
failure, just as the second act was destined to end. It showed us, however, 
what we had to face. Japan would readily and instantly have signed a 
straight nonaggression pact with the United States. She would as readily 
have signed a general agreement with us on the basis of her own pro- 
posals. But neither pact would have given us peace for more than a short 
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time. And either one would have meant a betrayal of China, Britain, 
Russia, and The Netherlands, and of our own future security. 

From now on our major objective with regard to Japan was to give 
ourselves more time to prepare our defenses. We were still ready — ^and 
eager — to do everything possible toward keeping the United States out of 
war; but it was our concurrent duty to concentrate on trying to make the 
country ready to defend itself effectively in the event of war being thrust 
upon us. 
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^‘BOTH YOU AND I are deserving of sympathy because of the 
developments that broke up our efforts to bring about a better under- 
standing between the United States and Japan.” 

With these words I resumed contact with Nomura on August 6, two 
days after my return from White Sulphur Springs. Nomura had come to 
my apartment at his request to hand me a new set of proposals from his 
Government, purportedly in answer to the President’s proposal of July 
24 on Indo-China. 

Nomura read his document to me, then handed me a copy, which I 
put into my pocket without reading. I suggested we postpone discussion 
until we had had a chance to study the propositions, but I said,' ‘Trankly, 
I’m pessimistic over the prospect of getting an37where with proposals such 
as you’ve read me.” 

Japan proposed that we remove our restrictions upon trade with her, 
suspend our military measures in the Southwest Pacific area, and exercise 
our good offices to bring about direct negotiations between Japan and 
China.. Still understood was the idea that, if Chiang Kai-shek did not 
agree to negotiate, we would discontinue aid to China. 

Japan proposed the withdrawal of her troops from Indo-China after 
a settlement had been reached between Japan and China, but we would 
have to recognize her_.special position in Indo-China even after the with- 
drawal. 

As I analyzed Japan’s proposition with the Department’s Far Eastern 
experts, it was obvious to me that Tokyo had moved further away than 
before from a basis for possible negotiations. The proposals did not even 
mention the President’s suggestion for the neutralization of Indo-China. 
Under this provision, the United States would have to lift her trade 
restrictions against Japan, discontinue making defensive preparations in 
the Philippines and furnishing aid to Great Britain and the Netherlands 
in the Far East, and to China, and agree to Japan’s special military posi- 
tion and preferential political and economic status in Indo-China. 

She was willing to agree not to station her troops in regions of the 
Southwest Pacific other than Indo-China, But from Indo-China she could 
menace the Philippines and the British and Dutch Far Eastern possessions. 

Two days later, when Nomura came back to see me at my request, I 
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handed him a note in which I said that Japan’s proposals were “lacking 
in responsiveness to the suggestion made by the President.” 

I said to Nomura that my Government had been prepared to be 
patient and to move gradually and to help the Japanese Government 
assert control over all groups in Japan and thus bring the Government 
as a whole and public opinion into line to support policies such as Nomura 
and I had in mind. 

I commented on the Japanese press statement that Japan was being 
encircled by the Western powers, particularly the United States. “There 
is no occasion,” I said, “for any nation in the world that is law-abiding 
and peaceful to become encircled by anybody except itself.” 

British Ambassador Halifax came to me the following day with an 
inquiry as to the amoimt of aid this Government might give in case Singa- 
pore or the Dutch East Indies were attacked. 

“I myself have visualized the problem in a broader way,” I said. 
“The issue is presented by the plan of the Japanese to invade the whole 
of the Indian Ocean and the islands and continents adjacent thereto, 
sail probably to the mouth of the Suez Canal, to the Persian Gulf oil 
area, and to the Cape of Good Hope — thereby blocking the trade routes 
and supply sources to the British. This would be more damaging to British 
defense in Europe perhaps than any other step short of a German crossing 
of the Channel. 

“My Government is visualizing these broad conditions and the prob- 
lem of resistance they present. Our activities in the way of discouraging 
and resisting this Japanese movement will be more or less affected by 
Britain’s defensive position in Europe and hence the number of American 
naval vessels and other American aid that may be needed by Great Britain 
at the same time.” 

I added that, in the event of further Japanese movements to the 
south, the American and British Governments should naturally have a 
confnence at once. At that time we should be able to determine more 
definitely and in detail our possibilities of resistance. 

President Roosevelt was away at this time attending the Atlantic 
Conference with Prime Minister Churchill. On August 12 I received a 
wireless message from him asking me to alert Ambassador Nomura to be 
ready to come to the White House Saturday or Sunday of that week. 
The President said it seemed highly desirable to him that he and I should 
see Nomura as soon as he, Mr. Roosevelt, got back. 

WeDes returned to Washington from the Atlantic Conference ahead 
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of the President, arriving on Friday August 15, and bringing a document 
that had been agreed upon by the President and Mr. Churchill as a state- 
ment each Government would make to the Japanese. 

As I went over this with our Far Eastern experts it at once seemed 
tp me dangerously strong, and in need of toning down. Its conclusion read: 

“The Government of the United States, therefore, finds it necessary 
tp state to the Government of Japan that if the Japanese Government 
undertakes any further steps in pursuance of the policy of military domi- 
nation through force or conquest in the Pacific region upon which it has 
apparently embarked, the United States Government will be forced to 
take immediately any and all steps of whatsoever character it deems nec- 
essary in its own security notwithstanding the possibility that such further 
steps on its part may result in conflict between the two countries.” 

I felt that this statement might be misinterpreted in Japan and 
treated as a challenge The military element there could seize upon it 
to incite the people of Japan against us, possibly leading them to war at 
that very time. 

We accordingly redrafted the document. The conclusion now read: 

“Such being the case, this Government now finds it necessary to 
say to the Government of Japan that if the Japanese Government takes 
any further steps in pursuance of a policy or program of military domina- 
tion by force or threat of force of neighboring countries, the Government 
of the United States will be compelled to take immediately any •and all 
steps which it may deem necessary toward safeguarding the legitimate 
rights and interests of the United States and American nationals and 
toward insuring the safety and security of the United States.” 

On Saturday, when we went over this redraft, it still appeared to us 
too provocative, unless it were balanced by a more friendly gesture. Hence 
my associates and I decided to split the substance of the document into 
two statements. One would be the warning. The other, an olive branch, 
would inform Japan that our Government would be prepared to continue 
its conversations with the Japanese Government and thereby offer Japan 
a reasonable and just alternative to the course upon which she was 
launched. I decided to recommend to the President that he hand both 
st^^^ements to Nomura when he saw him on Sunday. 

When I saw Nomura later that day, he brought up the old argument 
that Japan did not have enough foodstuffs and had gone into Indo-China 
to secure such needed commodities as rice. 

“If Japan had been willing,” I replied, “to go forward with a peaceful 
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settlement in the Pacific area in line with the principles and policies you 
and I have discussed, she would have been able peacefully and without 
the use or threat of force to have equal access with every other nation to 
world markets for rice and all other foodstuffs.” 

I saw the President the following morning. He readily agreed to the 
changes we had made in the document Welles had brought back from the 
Atlantic Conference, and said he would present both statements to No- 
mura that afternoon. I went over in detail with him the ground likely to 
be covered during the interview. 

When Nomura and I met with the President that Sunday afternoon^ 
Mr. Roosevelt said to the Ambassador that our attitude of opposition to* 
Japan's course had been made well known, and that the next move was 
now up to Japan. 

Nomura thereupon drew out of his pocket an instruction he said was 
from his Government. In it Premier Konoye said he felt so earnestly 
alJout preserving peaceful relations between our two countries that he 
would be disposed to meet the President midway between our two coun- 
tries and sit down and talk out our difficulties in a peaceful spirit. 

Without commenting directly on this proposal, the President replied 
that he wanted to bring the questions between the two Governments up 
to date, and would therefore offer certain observations. He regretted the 
need to do so, but he had no other recourse. He then read the first of the 
two statements, that containing the warning. This also recalled the Presi- 
dent’s proposal relating to Indo-China and pointed out that, notwith- 
standing our efforts to reach an agreement with Tokyo, Japan had con- 
tinued her military activities at various points in the Far East and had 
occupied Indo-China. 

The President then paused, to let the warning sink in. He next 
turned to Nomura’s request made to me the day before that our conver- 
sations should be resumed. He said we could not think of reopening the 
conversations if the Japanese Government were to continue its present 
movement of force and conquest supported by its bitter press campaign 
against the United States. 

He then read to Nomura, however, the second statement. This re- 
viewed the conversations up to the time they were shattered by Japan’s 
occupation of southern Indo-China. It concluded with: 

^ “In case the Japanese Government feels that Japsm desires and is in 
position to suspend its expanaonist activities, to readjust its position, and 
to embark upon a peaceful program for the Pacific along the lines of the 
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program and principles to which the United States is committed, the 
Government of the United States would be prepared to consider resump- 
tion of the informal exploratory conversations ... it would be helpful if 
the Japanese Government would be so good as to furnish a clearer state- 
ment than has yet been furnished as to its present attitude and plans, just 
as this Government has repeatedly outlined to the Japanese Government 
its attitude and plans.” 

The President handed both statements to Nomura, who said he would 
communicate them to his Government. 

Nomura’s suggestion for a meeting between the President and 
Konoye, which he had made on instructions from his Government, recurred 
again and again during the following weeks, both in conversations be- 
tween the Ambassador and me and in conversations between Foreign Min- 
ister Toyoda and Ambassador Grew in Tokyo. The President was agreed 
in principle to the meeting, but in his conversation of August 17 he had 
suggested that Japan make a clearer statement of her position before we 
proceeded with preparations for it. He had indicated that, if such a meet- 
ing were to be held, it might be arranged for about October 15. 

Nomura came back to me on August 23 to say that his Government 
would like to hold the Roosevelt-Konoye meeting at an earlier date than 
October 15. He said frankly that this desire was due to the military con- 
ferences that would be held shortly in Moscow. He was referring to the 
missions Britain and the United States were sending to Moscow to co- 
ordinate Russia’s military supply needs. He indicated that his Govern- 
ment was afraid that some agreements might be reached at Moscow 
detrimental to Japan. 

‘‘Don’t you think,” I asked with some irony, “that the neutrality 
pact signed in April between Japan and Russia will undoubtedly give 
Japan all the assurance of Russia’s peaceful attitude toward Japan that 
you could desire?” 

Nomura contented himself with laughing very heartily. 

Specifically he brought up the question of shipments of American 
supplies to Russia via the Far Eastern Soviet port of Vladivostok. He 
said that, while no diplomatic incident had developed thus far, the ship- 
ment of oil to Vladivostok through “Japanese waters” would naturally 
give the Japanese real concern at an early date. Japan was faced with large 
Russian forces in the Vladivostok area, he added, and could not be satis- 
fied to see what she would firmly believe would be a great building up 
of Russian military supply bases just across the line from Japan. 
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“My Government,” I replied, “is concerned only mth seeing that 
Russia gets these and other militaiy supphes to use in European Russia 
to resist the German armie& We have no other purpose than that. Hence 
the question of building up supplies for the Russian Army in the Far 
East is not in any sense in view. Of coiurse, if Japan should project her- 
self militarily into the Russo-German situation — ^which I hope she will not 
— ^an entirely diSeroit question would be presented.” 

Four days later Nomura protested to me against two oil-tanker ship- 
moits from the United States to Rus^ through Vladivostok. 

I replied that the shipments were entirely legitimate imder all laws 
of commerce, and that they were comparatively microscopic in quantity. 

At the same time Nomura handed me a copy of his Government’s 
reply to the President’s notes of August 17. 1 thereupon arranged to take 
the Ambassador to see Mr. Roosevelt the following day, August 28. 

Nomura gave the President two communications. The first, from 
Konoye to Mr. Roosevelt, dealt with their proposed meeting. It clearly 
stated Japan’s idea that the meeting should be held as quickly as possible, 
and that n^otiations for an agreement should follow rather than precede 
it. Konoye said the present situation was developing swiftly and might 
produce unforeseen contingencies. 

The President complimented Konoye, through Nomura, on the spirit 
of his communication. He then spoke of the difficulty of going as far as 
Hawaii and su^ested Juneau, Alaska. He said he would be keenly inter- 
ested in having three or four days with Konoye. 

In the second communication Nomura handed the President the 
Japanese Government assured us of its peaceful intentions and of its 
search for_a program for the Pacific consistent with American principles-^ 
with several qualifications. These were: 

Japan would withdraw her troops from Indo-China “as soon as the 
China Incident is settled or a just peace is established in East Asia.” 
Japan would take no military action against Russia so long as Russia ob- 
served the neutrality pact and did “not menace Japan or Manchukuo.” 
Japan had no intention of using “without provocation” military force 
against any neighboring country. 

That evening Nomura came to my apartment to discuss the proposed 
meeting. He thought that Konoye would be assisted by a staff of about 
twenty— five each from the Foreign Office, the Army, the Navy, and the 
Embassy in Washington. He suggested September 21 to 25 as the date 
and said his Government waS anxious that the meeting be held at the 
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earliest possible moment in view of the efforts to disturb Japanese-Ameri- 
can relations on the part of a third country — ^meaning Germany — ^and of 
fifth columnists in Japan who were backing a press campaign against the 
United States. 

After saying I would refer these points to the President, I commented 
that it was desirable to reach an agreement in principle on major ques- 
tions prior to the meeting. 

‘‘Serious consequences from the viewpoint of both Governments,” 
I said, “would ensue if the meeting failed to result in an agreement. The 
meeting should therefore have as its purpose the ratification of essential 
points already agreed to in principle.” 

Nomura went over the three principal points on which we had en- 
countered difiiculties in our conversations — ^Japan’s relations to the Axis, 
retention of Japanese troops in North China and Inner Mongolia, and 
the application of the prmciple of nondiscrimination in international 
commercial relations. He thought that only with regard to Japanese 
troops in China and Mongolia would there be real difficulty. 

Nomura emphasized that it was the idea of his Government that we 
should exercise our good offices to bring China and Japan together, leav- 
ing them to reach a direct settlement among themselves. Our idea was to 
discuss with Japan the basic terms on which peace might be firmly main- 
tained. 

“We should be involved in this matter,” I explained,* “through 
Japan’s requesting us to exercise our good offices. In order to exercise such 
good offices, we need to have the confidence and friendship of the Chinese 
Government before and after. We can’t propose that the Chinese nego- 
tiate with Japan until we know what Japan’s basic terms are You can 
imagine what a difficult situation would arise if, after a meeting between 
Prince Konoye and the President, an explosion should occur in China over 
dissatisfaction with the results of the meeting. j 

“We can’t afford to have the Chinese think we are ignoring their 
interests in going ahead with any arrangements. It is our idea to help the 
Japanese establish friendship with China on a solid basis. In this way we 
can work together, Japan and the United States, in order to develop the 
trading potentialities of 500,000,000 Chinese.” 

Nomura asked if other ^questions pending between Japan and the 
United States could not be settled at the meeting, apart from the China 
question, so as to tide over a critical situ^ition in our relations. 

“It’s quite true,” I said^ “that there are other questions pending that 
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must be settled; but the China question is one of the pivotal ones. If this 
remains unsettled to the satisfaction of all, the roots of future instability 
and trouble would remain.'^ 

Nomura thought our attitude in regard to self-defense vis-a-vis Ger- 
many was “entirely reasonable”; but he remarked that to ask that Japan 
give a blank check for any action the United States might take against 
Germany in the name of self-defense was equivalent to asking for nullifi- 
cation of the Tripartite Pact. 

Sir Ronald Campbell, British Charge, brought me on August 30 
copies of two alternative drafts of a warning Britain intended to send 
Japan, and asked for my comment on them. Both forms contained the 
concluding sentence of the draft drawn up by the President and Mr. 
Churchill which my associates and I had considered undesirable. I went 
over the situation in the Far East with Sir Ronald, particularly the 
domestic political situation in Japan which I thought in an explosive stage, 
so that his Government could form its own conclusions about presenting 
its ultimatum at this time. I said that, in any event, it should be presented 
confidentially and in a way that would not tend to upset the present 
Japanese Cabinet. 

When I saw Nomura again at my apartment on September i, I asked 
him to suggest to his Government that it exercise its influence with the 
Japanese press. 

“If the Japanese Government,” I said, “finds it difficult to influence 
the Japanese public and press against agitation fot a policy of conquest 
and against a campaign prejudicial to the success of a peaceful settlement 
with the United States, there’s no assurance that your Government 
could obtain public support for any such settlement after it had been 
concluded — and then a new political crisis in Japan might occur.” 

Nomura promised to communicate this to his Government. In due 
course we did notice a diminution in the press attacks against us. 

My associates and I were now analyzing the Japanese notes Nomura 
had handed the President on August 28, and were preparing the replies. 
Our attention concentrated on the point that seemed uppermost in the 
mind of the Japanese Government — the proposed Roosevelt-Konoye 
meeting. 

The more we analyzed the possibilities and dangers of the conference, 
the more we became convinced that no meeting should be held until the 
heads of the two Governments were ready to sign an agreement. We 
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wanted an agreement on fundamental principles — ^and on their applica- 
tion. 

Japan’s insistence on holding the meeting and leaving the ^‘details’^ 
to be worked out later was in itself significant. It seemed to us that Japan 
was striving to push us into a conference from which general statements 
would issue — and Japan could then interpret and apply these statements 
to suit her own purposes, as she had always done in the past. Moreover, 
she could then say she had the President’s endorsement of her actions. 

It was difficult to believe that the Konoye Government would date 
to agree to proposals we could accept, Konoye, Toyoda, and Nomura were 
insisting that their suggestion for the meeting be kept strictly secret, for 
the reason that, if premature publicity occurred, the elements in Japan 
hostile to any such move would defeat it. This indicated to us — what we 
knew already — ^that a substantial opposition existed in Japan to any ef- 
forts to improve relations with the United States. Included in this opposi- 
tion were powerful military officials and many other Japanese who were 
being whipped up by the incessant activities of the German Embassy in 
Tokyo. 

Even while our preliminary conversations with the Konoye Govern- 
ment were in progress, that^ Government restricted and narrowed the con- 
cessions it had originally been willing to make. It was not likely that 
Konoye, in a personal meeting with Roosevelt, would be able to move 
completely in the opposite direction. 

We had no real assurance that Konoye himself would desire to carry 
out an agreement that would turn Japan into the paths of real peace. We 
could not forget that Konoye had been Premier when Japan invaded China 
in 1937; he had signed the Axis Alliance in 1940 and had concluded the 
treaty with the puppet Government in Nanking designated to give Japan 
the mastery of China. 

We could not overlook the fact that the very holding of the meeting 
between the President and Konoye, following so soon on the Atlantic 
Conference, would cause China grave uneasiness, unless an agreement had 
already been reached that would protect China’s sovereignty. 

Unless the President were willing to agree to vague generalities that 
would all be to Japan’s advantage, there was every likelihood that the 
meeting would end in failure. In that event Japan’s military officials could 
declare to the Japanese that the United States was responsible for the 
failure and proceed to prepare public opinion for war in the Pacific. 

We knew, of course, that the Konoye Government was beginning 
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to encounter internal difficulties and might be in danger of collapse. This 
was one evident reason why Konoye was pressing so strongly for the meet- 
ing with the President. If he could present the country with the accom- 
plished fact of an agreement with the United States he might be able to 
stay in power. We knew, too, that if the Konoye Government fell it would 
be replaced in all likelihood by a military Government with which it would 
be more difficult to deal. Unsatisfactory as the Konoye Government was 
from our point of view, it still seemed better than what was likely to fol- 
low it; and it was therefore to our own interest to cooperate as far as 
we could to keep it in power. But we could not do so at the expense of 
our own principles and interests, those of China, and those of the other 
nations concerned in the Far East. 

During the next few weeks we received numerous appeals from 
Tokyo to hasten the Roosevelt-Konoye conference. Ambassador Grew rec- 
ommended it. But Grew, who had an admirable understanding of the 
Japanese situation, could not estimate the over-all world situation as we 
could in Washington. 

President Roosevelt would have relished a meeting with Konoye, and 
at first he was excited at the prospect. But he instantly agreed that it 
would be disastrous to hold the meeting without first arriving at a satisfac- 
tory agreement. 

At no time did we return a refusal to Japan’s proposal for a meeting 
We simply laid down the condition that we should arrive at a basic agree- 
ment before the meeting. Japan could have had the conference at any time 
by negotiating an agreement that would really have brought peace in the 
Pacific and prosperity to her as well as to the other countries interested 
in the Orient. 

As for me, I was thoroughly satisfied that a meeting with Konoye, 
without an advance agreement, could only result either in another Munich 
or in nothing at all. I was opposed to the first Munich and still more op- 
posed to a second Munich. 

We did not know it at the time, but four years later, with the uncov- 
ering of Premier Konoye’s memoirs, there came a striking confirmation 
of the wisdom of our refusal to hold the conference unkss an agreement 
had been reached. Konoye sets forth in his memoirs that on August 4, 
1941, he presented his project for the meeting to the Japanese War and 
Navy Ministers. He proposed that, if the President failed to “understand” 
the Japanese position, he would quit the meeting, and that the Japanese 
people would then understand that war was inevitable and would consc- 
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quently have a firmer determination. He felt that haste was necessary be- 
cause Germany might not come out well with her war in Russia, in which ' 
event the United States might take a stronger attitude toward Japan. 

Konoye’s memoirs say further that the Navy supported his view. 
The Army, however, made a conditional acceptance in writing, to which 
Konoye would have to agree before setting out to meet the President. The 
Army first stated that the meeting would be calculated inevitably to 
weaken the Empire’s diplomacy founded on the Tripartite Alliance and 
was likely to cause considerable domestic ripples, and was therefore con- 
sidered by the Army to be inappropriate. Then came this condition: 

“If the Prime Minister intends, while attending the conference, to 
adhere to the fundamental policy contained in the Japanese revised plan 
and, in the event that the American President fails to understand the real 
intentions of this country and is resolved to go on with his present policy, 
to quit the place of rendezvous with a determination to make war on the 
United States, the Army will not oppose the Prime Minister’s having a 
direct talk with the President.” 

Konoye thus had to promise to go to the meeting and demand a Yes 
or No answer from the President to the Japanese proposals which would 
have given Japan the overlordship of the Orient; and, if the President 
said No, to return to Japan determined to make war on the United 
States. 

I took Nomura to the President on September 3 to receive our re- 
plies to the Japanese notes of August 28. The President, in his answer to 
Konoye’s proposal for a meeting, pointed out that he could not avoid tak- 
ing cognizance of indications that concepts existed in some quarters in 
Japan which, if widely entertained, would hinder successful collaboration 
between him and Konoye. He therefore suggested that they “take pre- 
caution, toward ensuring that our proposed meeting shall prove a success, 
by endeavoring to enter immediately upon preliminary discussion of the 
fundamental arid essential questions on which we seek agreement.” 

In a second communication which the President handed Nomura we 
asked Japan to clarify her attitude with regard to the fundamental ques- 
tions still outstanding between us. 

I saw Chinese Ambassador Hu Shih the following day and informed 
him that I was having exploratory conversations with the Japanese, but 
that no common basis for negotiations had yet been revealed I repeated 
what I had told him in May, that, before considering negotiations with 
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Japan affecting China, we should expect to discuss the entire subject with 
China, Britain, The Netherlands, and Australia. 

Hu Shih seemed to feel that Japan was showing signs of weakening, 
and that within a reasonable time she would be obliged to abandon any 
aggressive military activities and seek peace. 

I pointed out four possible developments: first, the collapse of Japan 
mentioned by the Ambassador; second, Japan’s adoption -and application 
of the basic principles for which the United States stood; third, Japan’s 
endeavoring to face both ways by entering into an agreement whereby, 
under an implied reservation, she would contend that she had the right to 
exercise force against other countries in given circumstances; fourth, re- 
fusal of the governments opposed to Japan, including the United States, 
to enter into a settlement at the present time. 

A few days later 1 instructed Clarence E. Gauss, our Ambassador at 
Chungking, to inform the Chinese Foreign Minister that, in our conversa- 
tions with the Japanese, no consideration had been or would be given to 
any arrangement permitting the continuance of aggression in China, and 
that we had no intention of sacrificing the fundamental principles and 
policies which this Government had long believed constituted the only 
sound basis for stable relations between nations. Gauss was also to say 
that we would continue our policy of aiding nations resisting aggression. 

We now awaited new proposals from Japan, in answer to the Presi- 
dent’s request for clarification of Japan’s position on the issues before us. 
They were soon forthcoming. We received them from Grew on September 
5 , and Nomura handed his copy of them to me on September 6 . 
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JAPAN^S PROPOSALS, on the basis of which she expected a 
meeting between President Roosevelt and Premier Konoye to be held, fell 
far short of any possibility of acceptance. They were much narrower than 
we had reason to expect from the comparatively generous assurances com- 
municated to the President on August 28. They thereby followed the 
pattern of the earlier conversations in that, as soon as Japan saw we were 
interested in a set of proposals sufficiently to want to discuss them, she 
began to back-pedal and to narrow and limit them. 

Japan promised not to make any military advance from French Indo- 
China against any adjoining area and not to resort to military action 
against any regions south of Japan without justifiable reason. We took 
particular note of this qualifying phrase, also of the fact that Japan still 
evaded the President’s suggestion that she withdraw her troops from Indo- 
China in exchange for neutralization of that colony. 

Japan stated that interpretation and execution of the Tripartite Pact 
by her would be ‘‘independently decided.” This meant that Japan herself 
would judge what constituted self-defense on the part of the United States 
if we became involved in the European War. 

She set forth that she would endeavor to bring about normal relations 
with China, after which she would be ready to withdraw her armed forces 
from China as soon as possible in accordance with the agreements be- 
tween Japan and China. Here was no commitment as to the terms Japan 
would offer China, no assurance of any intention by Japan to respect 
China’s sovereignty and integrity or to refrain from stationing Japanese 
troops indefinitely in certain areas of China. 

Japan stated that the economic activities of the United States in 
China would not bef restricted “so long as pursued on an equitable basis.” 
She obviously would be the judge of what constituted an “equitable 
basis.” 

We on our part were to abstain from any measures or actions that 
would be prejudicial to Japan’s endeavor to settle the “China Affair.” This 
meant, of course, that we would cease giving aid to Chiang Eai-shek and 
thus force him into an agreement with Japan. 

We were also to suspend any military measures in the Far East and 
in the Southwest Pacific. This would naturally include our ceasing to 
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Strengthen the PhUippines and to give aid to the Briti^ and Dutch in 
strengthening their possessions in the same area. 

Also, both countries were to suspend the application of the freezing 
acts, and the United States was to remove the prohibition against the 
ppggagp of Japanese vessels through the Panama Canal. Likewise, the two 
countries were to resume their normal trade relations. 

The effect of this last provision would have been to deprive us of 
the weapon of economic pressure through which we had been able to in- 
dicate to Japan our attitude toward her successive moves of expansion. 

On the day Nomura handed me these new proposals, Premier Konoye, 
in a conversation with Grew in Tokyo, said that the Japanese Government 
fully subscribed to the four principles I had set forth in my memorandum 
to Ae Japanese on April 16 — ^respect for the territorial integrity and sov- 
ereignty of all nations, noninterference in the internal affairs of other 
countries, the principle of equality, including equality of commercial op- 
portunity, and nondisturbance of the status quo in the Pacific except as it 
might be altered by peaceful means. 

Eonoye’s affirmation of complete adherence to these principles looked 
to us like an attempt to make his other proposals more palatable. In any 
event. Foreign Minister Toyoda stated one month later that Konoye had 
accepted these four points only “in principle,” and that in applying them 
to actual conditions certain “adjustments” would be necessary. That 
meant, of course, that the Japanese Government might accept these princi- 
ples, but the Japanese Army would apply them in its own way. 

British Charge Campbell called upon me two da}^ later to inquire 
about our conversations with the Japanese. I told him that Government 
officials in J^an were putting out reports that an agreement could be ex- 
pected this week or some time in the near future, presumably hoping this 
publicity would enlist the support of public opipion and check the efforts 
of Japanese extremists to carry public opinion in the oppoate direction. 

“The negotiations,” I said, “are still in an exploratory stage. A num- 
ber of basic matters will have to be discussed and settled before we shall 
be in position to take them up in earnest with China, Britain, and other 
interested countries. 

“I doubt if that situation ever will develop. In my opinion, delaying 
the possible expansion movements of Japan — ^which I have had in mind 
since last spring — ^is still the primary consideration.” 

To me it seemed there was still only one chance in fifty of reaching 
a real agreement with Japan. My major hope was to hold off Japan’s next 
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advance, which would probably bring war in the Pacific, as long as 
possible. 

Our discussions with Japan now encountered numerous difficulties, 
only part of which related to the points under discussion. First of these 
was the desire of Foreign Minister Toyoda to transfer the conversations 
to Tokyo, and there to rush us inlo an agreement on Japanese terms. I 
objected, however, for two reasons. One was that the President was closely 
following our conversations in Washington. I was in contact with him 
several times a week on this subject. The other was that we wished to 
keep the conversations close to ourselves who had the world picture in 
mind. We realized that there were basic differences between our two 
countries. If these had been resolved, we could have transplanted the con- 
versations to Tokyo to work out the details there; but they still existed, 
and Japan^s successive proposals tended to accentuate them. 

Toyoda thereupon began to draw Grew into the negotiations on his 
own account. He handed Grew copies of the various Japanese proposals 
and statements, while at the same time cabling Nomura to hand me the 
same copies. Owing to the necessity for paraphrasing in both cases, we in 
Washington found ourselves scrutinizing documents that were intended to 
be identical but contained serious differences of words and phrases. 

One version of the proposals of September 6 stated that Japan would 
not take military action against regions to the south of her. The other 
read, to the north of her. We asked for clarification repeatedly but, up to 
the time of Pearl Harbor, had not received it. 

Nomura himself was a serious difficulty. He was not a professional 
diplomat, and his assistants who should have given him adequate techni- 
cal help were not equal to their task. I believe he was serious and honest, 
but he made blunders that embarrassed his Government, He mentioned to 
White House correspondents on August 28 that he had given the President 
% message from Konoye; this started a wave of speculation on both sides 
of the Pacific. He handed me on September 4 a new set of proposals, with- 
out the authority of his Government, which he had worked over himself. 
He later had to withdraw them. 

I was never completely sure that Nomura understood our points, even 
when I had Joseph Ballantine repeat them to him in Japanese. He and 
his assistants did not keep as full a record of our conversations as they 
should have. In consequence, Toyoda was obliged gently to reprimand 
him and to demand that Nomura cable the full minutes of our meetings 
as quickly as possible. 
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At times we were not sure that Nomura understood some of his own 
Government’s points, since he seemed vague in explaining them. 

We on our side kept our conversations perfectly, documented. We 
knew at all times the exact status of the conversations, what proposals 
had been made, and what explanations offered when and by whom. This 
was owing to Dr. Hornbeck’s precise draftsmanship and analysis of docu- 
ments, Hamilton’s infinite capacity for detail, and Ballantine’s skillful 
industry in returning to the State Department after my night talks with 
Nomura and putting down on paper precisely what had been said. 

There were two difficulties connected with the terms of our conversa- 
tions. One was the disposition of the Konoye Government to wave aside 
the idea of preliminary discussions and to insist again and again that k 
Roosevelt-Konoye meeting would settle everything. The other was the 
Japanese Government’s undue preoccupation with formulas. Konoye, To- 
yoda, and Nomura recognized our well known desire for peace and our 
determination to stick by our principles. Their efforts therefore centered 
on finding a formula that would satisfy that desire and determination in 
principle, while still giving them an outlet for their ambitions. This ac- 
counts for the belief they often affirmed that our two countries were not 
really far apart, and that it was merely “a question of phraseology,” or 
clever draftsmanship. 

In the background of all these difficulties in our discussions lay a 
series of menacing Japanese developments. Japan increased the number of 
troops in Indo-China, began to prepare new airports there, and entered 
actively into the administration of the colony. She speeded up her military 
preparations at home, to the tune of constant agitation in the Japanese 
press in support of extremist policies and the bellicose utterances of Japa- 
nese leaders. In China, Japanese bombings of civilian populations went 
on incessantly. 

A series of discussions followed Nomura’s presentation of the Septem- 
ber 6 proposals. I conducted some with Nomura; Grew conducted others 
with Toyoda. There was an element of eagerness on both sides. Konoye 
and his Cabinet wanted to bring about the meeting with the President. We 
wanted to do what we could to reach an agreement so that the Konoye 
Government could stay in power rather than be ousted by a mihtary Gov- 
ernment. But there was little progress, if any, in overcoming our differ- 
ences. 

Nomura handed me on September 23 a statement from his Govern- 
ment defining Japan’s peace terms for China, for which we had asked 
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specifically. These continued to retain the provision for the stationing of 
Japanese troops in certain areas of China, and the equivocal provision that 
economic activities of other Powers in China would not be restricted so 
long as they were pursued “on an equitable basis.” 

Then on September 27 Nomura gave me, as from his Government, a 
new redraft of the Japanese proposals. There were a few minor changes 
but no evidence of any modification of Japan’s attitude on fundamental 
points. 

When Nomura came back to my apartment on September 29 to press 
for an answer, I commented that, just as the Japanese Government had 
its difficulties, we had our difficulties too, and we could not accept any 
agreement other than a broad-gauge one. “The whole effort of our con- 
versations,” I said, “has been to narrow the gap between our respective 
views, and we have felt that time is necessary in order to enable the 
Japanese Government to educate its public opinion to accept a broad- 
gauge program such as we advocate.” 

Nomura remarked that he himself was in favor of a broad-gauge pro- 
gram, but he knew the Japanese Army’s psychology very well. Even the 
highest-ranking generals, he said, had a simplicity of mind that made it 
difficult for them to see why the United States, on the one hand, should 
assert leadership in the Western Hemisphere with the Monroe Doctrine 
and, on the other, want to interfere with Japan’s assuming leadership 
in Asia. 

“Why can’t the Japanese Government educate the generals?” I asked. 

Nomura replied this would take twenty years. 

“A number of our marine guards don’t wantT:o leave China,” I said, 
“and I suppose there are many Japanese troops in China who don’t want 
to be recalled.” 

Nomura laughingly replied this was true. He said that when an army 
general in China was clothed with the authority of a viceroy, naturally 
he did not welcome the prospect of being shorn of that authority. 

Nomura handed me a statement by Foreign Minister Toyoda that 
the ship to carry Konoye to the meeting with Roosevelt was ready, the 
members of his suite, including a full general and a full admiral, had 
been secretly appointed, and the date of October 10-15 would be suitable. 
He added that any delay would put his Government in a very delicate 
position. If the present Cabinet were to fall, the opportunity for a Japa- 
nese-American rapprochement was likely to be lost for some time to come. 

But, in view of Japan’s attitude, the c^portunity Toyoda mentioned 
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seemed to me very small, as I informed Chinese Ambassador Hu Shih on 
October i. I said that the chances of reaching a stage of formal negotia- 
tions with Japan had at all times been one out of twenty-five or fifty or 
even a hundred. And I repeated our firm purpose to discuss all pertinent 
questions fully with China if that stage should be reached. In any event, 
I said, we intended to continue to aid China until a satisfactory settle- 
ment should be made. 

After many conversations and exchanges with the Japanese I began 
to prepare with my associates a comprehensive communication to Japan 
on our position. As always throughout the discussions with Japan, I kept 
in close contact with the President as we drafted it. Occasionally I jotted 
down thoughts in pencil and sent them to him in this form. On September 
28 he sent me from Hyde Park a memo in answer to such a note concern- 
ing the document under preparation. 

“I wholly agree,” he said, “with your penciled note — to recite the 
more liberal original attitude of the Japanese when they first sought the 
meeting, point out their much narrowed position now, earnestly ask if they 
cannot go back to their original attitude, start discussions again on agree- 
ment in principle, and reemphasize my hope for a meeting.” 

I handed our document to Nomura on October 2, my seventieth 
birthday. In it I pointed out that the Japanese proposals of September 6 
had been “a source of disappointment” to us in that they narrowed down 
the application of the general assurances Konoye had given us on Au- 
gust 28. 

I emphasized that what this Government envisaged was a compre- 
hensive program calling for the application uniformly to the entire Pacific 
area of liberal and progressive principles. “From what the Japanese Gov- 
ernment has so far indicated in r^egard to its purposes,” I added, “this 
Government derives the impression that the Japanese Government has in 
mind a program which would be circumscribed by the imposition of quali- 
fications and exceptions to the actual application of those principles.” 

As for the Roosevelt-Konoye meeting, I said this had engaged, and 
continued to engage, the President’s close and active interest. “It is the 
President’s earnest hope that discussion of the fundamental questions 
may be so developed that such a meeting can be held,” I concluded. 

During the next two weeks we continued discussions in Washington 
and Tokyo to narrow the gap between our fundamentally different view- 
points, with no success. Various new arguments were advanced, such as 
Nomura’s that, since the Japanese public had suffered the sacrifices of four 
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years of war in China, his Government would necessarily have to present 
to the Japanese people some reward for that sacrifice or an attractive 
alternative gain. But there was no meeting of minds. 

Foreign Minister Toyoda informed Grew on October lo that, since 
he had the impression that Nomura was ^ery fatigued, he was considering 
sending a diplomat of wide experience to Washington to assist the Am- 
bassador. This was our first intimation of the sending to Washington of 
Ambassador Saburo Kurusu in November. 

Kaname Wakasugi, Minister-Counselor of the Japanese Embassy, re- 
turning to Washington aftfir a two-weeks visit to Japan, said to us that 
all the high Japanese officials with whom he talked wanted peace with 
us, but that a small but very powerful group had placed its fortunes on 
the Axis and was determined to go to any length to prevent an under- 
standing with the United States and to bring Japan actively into Ger- 
many’s camp. He added that his Government would have to show some 
results and could not continue conversations with the United States in- 
definitely. In the event the Government fell, he said, it would in all prob- 
ability be replaced by a Cabinet of military representatives responsive 
only to German pressure; and thereupon hope of adjusting relations with 
the United States must vanish. 

We knew from our intercepts of Japanese Government messages how 
strong was the German pressure being applied in Tokyo. One such mes- 
sage, of October i6, from Toyoda to Nomura, stated that the German 
authorities were demanding that the Japanese Government submit a note 
of warning to the United States. The Germans were aroused over the 
President’s ‘‘shoot on sight” order of September ii, the incidents that had 
already occurred between German and American vessels, and the possi- 
bility that the Neutrality Act would be amended. They wanted the Japa- 
nese Government to state to us that, if the Roosevelt Administration 
continued to attack the Axis Powers increasingly, a belligerent situation 
would inevitably arise between the European Axis and the United States 
which might lead Japan, under the provisions of the Tripartite Alliance, 
to join immediately in the war against the United States. 

Toyoda did send Nomura a message along these lines on the same 
day, but considerably watered down. 

It was one of Toyoda’s last official acts. For on that very day the 
Konoye Cabinet fell, to be replaced on the following day by the Tojo 
military Cabinet that later carried Japan through Pearl Harbor down the 
path of disaster. 
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Our conversations with the Konoye Government had continued for 
six months. I had had dozens of long talks with Nomura, and we had 
exchanged scores of telegrams with Tokyo. On our part we had been truly 
anxious to reach an agreement that would make peace in the Pacific possi- 
ble, not for a few months but for years or generations. Yet when the 
Konoye Cabinet fell the area of difference betwen us was wider than at 
the start of the discussions. 

Rather than edging closer to our point of view once they had stated 
their original proposals on May 12, the Japanese Government steadily 
moved in the opposite direction. They became more inflexible on their 
basic demands even as they became more aggressive in the military field. 

We had to take into consideration the fact that for years Japanese 
leaders and writers had been preaching territorial aggrandizement. They 
said it was essential to Japan’s security that she control additional sources 
of war materials so as to make herself economically and militarily self- 
sufficient. Many of Japan’s civilian as well as military leaders were disci- 
ples of this doctrine. Konoye himself had made clear-cut statements in 
this direction. 

It was plain to us therefore that, if through adverse developments in 
the war in Europe we had to divert our principal naval strength from the 
Pacific to the Atlantic, the Japanese Government would find it almost 
impossible to refrain from essaying new conquests. 

The conversations of the previous six months, and the limited com- 
mitments that Konoye and his Government were willing to make, showed 
clearly that Japan was not prepared to make a general renunciation of 
aggression. She was adamant in refusing to withdraw her troops from 
northern China and Inner Mongolia, because the presence of her armed 
forces in those territories gave her control over them. And she was equally 
adamant in refusing to state that she would not declare war on us if we 
became engaged in war with Germany as a result of our measures of self- 
defense. She was also insistent on qualifications and interpretations that 
would continue to give her a preferred economic position in the Far East. 

Our primary problem, therefore, was to obtain unequivocal evidence 
from Japan that she honestly wished to abandon her course of aggression 
and to resume a peaceful policy. Until we had secured this evidence, any 
agreement with Japan would have been worth less than the ink expended 
in signing it. 

We had repeatedly pointed out to Japan that her position with regard 
to the Axis Alliance and her professed desire for peace with the United 
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States in the Pacific were in open contrast. Even had we worked out an 
agreement for peace in the Pacific in the most minute detail, that peace 
could have been shattered if Hitler chose to make our measures of self- 
defense a cause for war and Japan had felt obliged to observe the Axis 
Alliance pact. Japan wanted to make herself the sole judge as to what 
constituted self-defense on our part. 

In an agreement such as the Konoye Government proposed, Japan 
might have taken several years to carry out her side of the bargain, as in 
China. We, on the other hand, were obliged to perform certain acts imme- 
diately. From the moment of signing we should have to lift all our eco- 
nomic restrictions against Japan. She also would lift her economic restric- 
tions against us — except in China; but our restrictions were the ones that 
counted, since they virtually cut off Japan’s supplies of strategic materials 
from this country. Japan’s proposals provided for no method whereby we 
could have removed economic pressure against her step by step as and 
when she moved step by step away from conquest toward peace. 

Right at the outset, furthermore, we should have had to discontinue 
sending further troops and war materials to the Philippines, and military 
aid to China, British Malaya, and the Dutch East Indies. Japan suggested 
no counter provision whereby she would instantly have reduced her mili- 
tary establishments in the Far East. 

Japan was willing to give general assurances that she would not con- 
tinue her movement of conquest, but these were not enough. We had to 
have definite evidence of her willingness and ability to pursue policies 
conforming to the principles to which we adhered. And she was giving 
us the opposite. 

We realized, of course, that the Japanese Government could not, even 
if it wished, reverse overnight a trend toward conquest that had been 
going on for ten years — that is, since her invasion of Manchuria in 1931 — 
to say nothing of her earlier movements of aggression. We knew that 
considerable time would be involved in any such change of direction, and 
we were willing to be patient, as we repeatedly informed Tokyo. The 
Konoye Government, however, was very impatient. It wanted quickly to 
reach an agreement that would keep it in power and at the same time 
oSer sufficient loopholes and escapes to enable it to take advantage of 
the opportunities that seemed to lie ahead because of the war in Europe, 

The President and I knew that any agreement we signed had to be 
acceptable to the American people. Such an agreement could not, and 
should not, be kept secret. It was manifest to us that the American people 
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would scrutinize with minute care an agreement so vital to their future, 
and would rise up against any accord that sacrificed the basic principles 
essential for sound international relations. We could certainly count on 
the Japanese giving it their own “slant” throughout the Far East, as they 
had done with previous agreements like the Lansing-Ishii accord of 1917. 

We could easily have had an agreement with the Konoye Govern- 
ment at any time by signing on the dotted line. Mr. Roosevelt and Konoye 
could have met, and from their meeting might have flowed vague generali- 
ties on undying peace. But we should have negated principles on which 
we had built our foreign policy and without which the world could not 
live at peace. We should have betrayed China and the Philippines and 
abandoned Britain and Holland. Japan might have gone into Russia and 
so weakened her that Hitler might have won over Stalin. 

And on the ladder of an agreement such as the Japanese demanded, 
a mightier Japan would have climbed to become a greater danger to us 
than ever before. 
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WHEN JAPAN INVADED southern Indo-China and Vichy 
France concurred, our relations with the Petain Government became yet 
more difficult. This invasion was one of three main factors that influenced 
our contact with Vichy in the six months between Hitler’s invasion of 
Russia and Pearl Harbor. The other two were the uncertainty over 
whether the Germans would invade French North Africa during the in- 
activity induced by the Russian winter, and the dismissal of General 
Weygand. 

In July, 1941, P6tain stunmoned Weygand to Vichy for ^ conference. 
Since it seemed again that the possibility of German bases in French 
North and West Africa would be discussed. President Roosevelt sent a 
message to Petain and the State Department a message to Weygand, 
urging them to stand firm. 

Leahy asked to see Pdtain alone to present the President’s message; 
but indicative of Vice Premier Darlan’s influence was P^tain’s statement 
to Leahy that Darlan had insisted on being present. Darlan, in fact, 
assumed virtual control of the interview. He assured Leahy that, as long 
as ^e present armistice arrangement with Germany continued, no foreign 
Power would be permitted to use the African bases. That left the suppo- 
sition wide open that he expected a change in that arrangement. 

Darlan gave Leahy advance information that Japan would in the 
immediate future occupy bases in Indo-China, from which it could 
undertake further military operations to the South. Leahy believed that 
this information was deliberately given to us with the knowledge and 
approval of Germany in the hope that it would get us heavily involved 
in the Pacific and thus limit our efforts in the Atlantic. 

We reacted strongly when Vichy France concurred in Japan’s occu- 
pation of southern Indo-China on the specious grounds that it was car- 
ried out to forestall a similar move by the British and the De Gaullists. 
Welles, after talking over the situation with me by long-distance tele- 
phone when I was absent from Washington, stated our position publicly 
on August 2 by saying we were now impelled to question whether the 
Petain Government in fact proposed to maintain its declared policy to 
preserve for the French people the territory both at home and abroad 
which had been under French sovereignty. 

1038 
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We would not, of course, have expected the Vichy Government to 
offer any effective resistance to the Japanese. But we could have expected 
it to refrain from giving the Japanese occupation its legal sanction and 
from falling in with Tokyo’s propaganda line that the British and the 
De Gaullists were about to seize Indo-China. 

Popular reaction here to the occupation seemed more bitter against 
Vichy France for legalizing the move than against Japan for making it. 
We again received a wave of demands that we break relations with Vichy 
and occupy Dakar, This wave rose when Petain made a radio address on 
August 12 that seemed to pull the last underpinnings out from under 
whatever remained of democracy in France, placed all power in the hands 
of the Government, and doubled the police force. He did not, however, 
mention collaboration with Germany. 

Ambassador Henry-Haye came to me on August 20 to explain 
P6tain’s address and to protest the press criticism against it in this coun- 
try. He said Petain had spoken merely to quiet the French internal situa- 
tion without intending to make any change in Vichy’s relations with 
Berlin. 

“So many things,” I replied, “have occurred at Vichy that people 
feel Marshal Petain is being dragged along toward collaboration with 
Hitler. Without disparaging his great military career, they feel he is only 
a general and a soldier, not a statesman, and naturally he would be over- 
reached by oily-tongued demagogues posing as statesmen. The uppermost 
purpose of the Laval-Darlan groups seems to be to deliver France body 
and soul to Hitler.” 

Weygand’s attitude, however, continued highly satisfactory, and noth- 
ing had occurred to change the basic points on which the President and 
I were resolved to maintain diplomatic ties with the P6tain Government. 
Weygand’s associates suggested to our representative, Robert Murphy, 
that we state what military aid the United States could give Weygand for 
the purpose of resisting Axis aggression, and when. In a letter to me of 
July IS, Murphy suggested it would have an important effect if he could 
inform Weygand that a program of substantial military aid was under 
discussion in Washington. 

We were not ready in 1941, however, to send military supplies to 
North Africa; nor did it seem wise to do so, since this very act might 
provoke a German invasion of the French colonies. Furthermore, the 
situation did not seem to demand it. The Russian invasion was not going 
according to Hitler’s plan, and it seemed likely that French North Africa 


5 



1040 


THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HULL 


might enjoy a longer breathing spell. We could never be sure, however, 
and Ambassador Leahy reported to the President that indications at Vichy 
pointed to a German move against the Mediterranean upon the completion 
of the current Russian campaign, regardless of the outcome. Now that 
Indo-China had been abandoned to Japan, he thought it would be par- 
ticularly hard for the French to resist German demands for African 
bases. 

The most we wanted to do in French North Africa at the time was 
to continue the closest possible contact with Weygand and other authori- 
ties, supported by the economic accord we had signed with him. Actually 
we had considerable difficulty living up to that accord. By July i we 
had dispatched only two tankers with petroleum products to North Africa. 
By October only one more tanker and four cargo vessels, carrying princi- 
pally sugar, tea, coal, cotton goods, and tobacco, had gone. Delay was 
occasioned by trouble over priorities, by opposition to our program on 
the part of some other Departments and agencies of the Government, 
and by difficulties with the British over navicerts. 

On the other hand, the advantages we expected from the accord were 
accruing to us in full. The vice consuls we had sent to North Africa to 
control the distribution and consumption of our shipments, and above all 
to keep an eye on the situation there, were sending us excellent intelli- 
gence and were making useful contacts with local authorities and the 
army. Our relations with Weygand and his assistants were of the best. 
The people in the colonies seemed to want the economic connection with 
the United States to continue. From the surveys we received, German 
infiltration in North and West Africa did not appear serious. Consul Was- 
son reported in October that he had been unable to find any Germans at 
all at Dakar, except a few Jewish refugees. 

As our uncertainty, however, continued over Hitler’s intentions and 
P^tain’s possible reaction, the President sent a further message, which 
Leahy handed the Premier on September 12, again urging that French 
sovereignty in the African colonies be preserved. Petain replied he had 
no intention of ceding any bases in Africa to the Germans; but France 
was a conquered country and he could never know when the Diktat 
might come. He added that, so long as the British tolerated De Gaulle — 
whoin he described as “a viper that he had warmed in his bosom” — there 
could be no better imderstanding between Britain and France. 

I brought up the question of French Africa when Ambassador Henry- 
Haye stated to me on September 16 that his Government desired that the 
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United States, in any negotiations with Japan, should keep in mind the 
interests of Indo-China, and especially her desire to be completely in- 
dependent of Japan when a settlement was reached in the Pacific. 

This request, coming after Vichy France had given its legal sanc- 
tion to Japan’s invasion of Indo-China, struck me amidships, and I halted 
the Ambassador at that point. 

“Regardless of where the truth lies,” I said, “there is a real belief 
that during August, 1940, Japan requested Hitler to ask the Vichy Gov- 
ernment not to be too demonstrative in opposing Japanese occupation of 
Indo-China and Indo-Chinese waters. There exists likewise the belief that 
the Vichy Government, notwithstanding the fact that such action went 
beyond the terms of the armistice, complied in an effort to placate Hitler.” 

I added that my Government was opposed alike to Japanese conquest 
and to German conquest and was contesting both in various ways. Also, 
we profoundly believed that Hitler’s movement would mean utter ruin 
to France and Europe and finally to America unless he were stopped by 
force, and we intended to continue our opposition until he was stopped. 

“The general attitude in America toward Japan’s occupation of Indo- 
China has manifested itself in various ways,” I pointed out, “because this 
occupation evidently is next to the final step in a possible military invasion 
of the South Seas area. In addition, we are fundamentally opposed to the 
invasion of small or helpless countries by a powerful country like Japan, 
and we have emphatically made this known to Japan in more ways than 
one.” 

I then tied in the question of French Africa with French Indo-China. 
“Your Government,” I said, “comes to us with regard to Indo-China but 
says nothing about French Africa, especially the -northern and western 
parts along the Atlantic coast. We have no selfish interests in that area 
whatever, but we do have a definite interest in opposing Hitler’s seizing 
French Africa with its harbors on the Atlantic coast as part of his move- 
ment to get control of the seas and seriously threaten this hemisphere. 
The Vichy Government has not requested us to render aid to prevent 
such German occupation — on the contrary there are implied threats by 
some high French officials to deny to this Government the privilege of 
discouraging Hitler from going into North Africa. 

“We’ve thanked the Vichy Government, of course, for such efforts 
as it has made to observe the terms of the armistice relating to French 
ports and French Africa. But we don’t know from week to week when 
Hitler may press Darlan to make concessions which go entirely beyond 
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the armistice terms, to the detriment of peaceful nations like the United 
States.” 

I finall y said to Henry-Haye that, if our conversations with Japan 
reached the right stage, I would then hear representations from his GJov- 
emment with regard to Indo-China and would make appropriate comment. 

The Free French National Committee was organized in London on 
Sqitember 24, and the British Government accorded it a considerable 
degree of practical recognition. To the President and me there came a 
renewed flood of demands that we do likewise. We could never, however, 
eiqiect to recognize De Gaulle without breaking with the legal government 
of retain, who incidentally entertained a bitter hatred toward his former 
subordinate. The Vichy Government, and not De Gaulle, was in control of 
the population in unoccupied France. 

A few weeks later, on November ii, we did, however, extend practi- 
cal aid to De Gaulle when the President instructed E. R. Stettinius, Jr., 
Lend-Lease Administrator, to include any French territory under the 
control of the Free French within the scope of the Lend-Lease Act. I 
fully supported this move. We were already stationing consular repre- 
sentatives in such territories. 

The distinction in our treatment of the Free French was thus clear. 
We would give them material assistance wherever necessary in their 
efforts to combat the Axis. We would keep in touch with them through 
our consular representatives. But we would not recognize them as a 
government. 

During the autumn three developments began to shake the conviction 
of Darlan and his group that France’s future lay with Germany. One was 
the fact that the resistance organization in occupied France, which had 
be^ steadily growing in importance during 1941, began to make itself 
felt through numerous acts of sabotage. The second was the cruel Ger- 
man reaction to this, marked by the wholesale shooting of hostages. And 
the third was the slowing down of the German invasion of Russia. Leahy 
n^orted to us that Darlan and some others of his ilk were beginning to 
lean toward our point of view, while awaiting the outcome of the cam- 
paign in Russia before finally making up their minds. 

But the first tremors of Darlan’s change of heart were not sufficient 
to alter his determination that Weygand must go. We knew that the Ger-, 
mains had been bringing pressure on the Vichy Government for some 
m(mths to get the General out of the African picture. They did not trust 
him, they did not like his economic accord with the United States, and 
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they feared that the accord would be followed by American military assist- 
ance. Darlan and his group detested Weygand because he had stood suc- 
cessfully against the agreement Darlan had reached with the Germans 
to make African bases available to them. 

Petain again summoned Weygand to Vichy, and on November i8 
announced his dismissal. He sent Leahy a note on the same day, saying 
that German pressure had taken an imperative form that morning and he 
believed that, if he had not removed Weygand, German troop penetration 
into Africa would have been inevitable. 

The following day Leahy cabled me that Petain told him the deci- 
sion had caused him great pain but he was helpless. “I am a prisoner,’’ 
he repeated twice. The Germans, he said, had sent a ‘‘brutal ultimatum” 
threatening to occupy Vichy France and quarter a large army there so 
that the French would starve. 

We were now faced with the need to decide whether to continue our 
economic accord with North Africa, since Weygand was no longer there 
to serve as the leader of all those resolved to oppose a German invasion. 
Was his dismissal a portent of worse to come? 

Ambassador Leahy cabled on November 19 his suggestion that we 
might possibly suspend economic aid to North Africa and recall him for 
consultation. At almost the same time Robert Murphy recommended that 
no change be made in our policy, at least until we came into possession 
of the full facts of Weygand’s dismissal. 

Because I was engaged in the final phases of our negotiations with 
the Japanese — Pearl Harbor was less than three weeks away — asked 
Welles to handle the matter, after conferring with the President. On 
November 19 Welles informed Ambassador Henry-Haye that Weygand’s 
dismissal rendered necessary a complete change in the policy we had been 
carrying out toward France. On the following day the State Department 
announced that American policy toward France was being reviewed and 
all plans for economic assistance to French North Africa were suspended. 

It was almost immediately apparent, however, that this decision was 
premature. The British had begun a strong advance into Libya against 
General Rommel on November 17 and were progressing well. It was possi- 
ble that Hitler might seek to meet this threat by sending troops to North 
Africa through Italy and Tunisia or through Spain, and might demand 
the use of French bases for this purpose. Hitler’s invasion of Russia was 
now beginning to bog down for the winter, and he might transfer troops 
from Russia to North Africa. We had pursued our policy toward Vichy 
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to hinder these objectives. If we abandoned it now, we might well leave 
the Vichy Government and French North Africa no alternative but com- 
plete collaboration with the Axis. 

Murphy sent us on November 21a message from Weygand himself 
begging that we continue our existing policy. “Nothing is changed in 
French policy by my departure,” he said. “Just suppose that I have passed 
to the other world. French Africa would continue to exist notwithstanding 
that unimportant normal accident. . . . How much do I count on the 
maintenance between our two countries of the union necessary for the 
near future of the world!” 

We now began to receive a bevy of cables from Madrid and London 
that the Nazis had again asked Vichy for facilities at Bizerte, Mers-el- 
Kebir, and Dakar. Petain, accompanied by Darlan and General Juin, the 
new commanding general of the French forces in North Africa, met with 
Goring at Saint-Florentin on December i. We later learned that the inter- 
view had been most unpleasant, with Petain accusing Hitler of having 
failed to maintain his many earlier promises to France to return prisoners 
of war, abolish the line of demarcation between occupied and unoccupied 
France, reduce economic demands, and permit some rearmament of France 
and North Africa. But at the time the meeting carried connotations of 
ominous German intentions toward Africa. 

Lord Halifax came to my apartment on December $ to give me 
reports from his Government that Vichy had agreed that Germany should 
use the railroad lines to Marseille, occupy the Rhone valley, and use naval 
and air bases in Africa. This, he said, meant that Germany was planning 
to send troops and supplies across the Mediterranean on a large scale. 

On the following day we cabled Leahy to tell Petain that, if he 
would renew his assurances regarding the fleet and the colonies and state 
that Weygand’s dismissal meant no change in his North African policy, 
we would consider renewing our economic and relief program. 

Leahy was unable to deliver this to Petain and Darlan until Decem- 
ber II. They gave the desired assurances on the next day, and we there- 
upon resumed our previous policy. We were then at war with Japan, 
Germany, and Italy. 

Eighteen months had passed between the fall of France and Pearl 
Harbor. During that time we pursued toward Vichy France one of the 
most difficult policies of the Roosevelt period. Events of that year and a 
half showed that a contrary policy might well have been disastrous. 

On innumerable occasions it seemed that the French fleet was about 
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to be consigned to Hitler, or French African bases were about to be made 
available to him. Frequently it seemed that Darlan or Laval and the 
groups that backed them were about to force the withdrawal of Petain, 
take over, and cast France bodily into Germany's corner. But when the 
Japanese struck at Pearl Harbor none of these possibilities had come to 
pass. The Vichy Government had granted concessions in Syria and had 
agreed with Japan on Indo-China; but it had still not consented to outright 
collaboration with Germany, and North Africa was safe for the moment. 
Weygand was gone, but our tilling of the North African soil had been 
so effective that his successor, General Alphonse Juin, chosen by the Ger- 
mans“ from among the prisoners of war, found himself surrounded by 
Weygand’s anti-Axis assistants and continued virtually in his predeces- 
sor’s footsteps. 

Our policy toward Vichy had been firm throughout, and never wav- 
ered from our basic principles. We had not once appeased. By pressure, 
by protest, and occasionally by support, we had helped keep Petain in the 
stirrups and North Africa free. Throughout that time our influence at 
Vichy was predominant over that of any other nation, with the possible — 
only the possible — exception of Germany. We were better informed on 
developments at Vichy and in French North Africa than any other nation. 
And we had done much toward la3dng the groundwork for our invasion 
of North Africa in the following year. 

Had we broken relations with Vichy, we should have taken away 
some of the last props of Marshal Petain. We should have encouraged 
Darlan, or perhaps Laval, to take over, and France undoubtedly would 
have reentered the war on a partial scale on Germany’s side. We should 
have lost Ihe posts in North Africa from which we could observe develop- 
ments, seek to influence local authorities, and prepare the way for the 
landings of November, 1942, 

The price we paid for these successes was comparatively infinitesimal. 
We had sacrificed no principles, we had made no political commitments. 

We were disappointed at times in the results of our policy toward 
Vichy, but German sources after the war have revealed that Hitler was 
profoundly disappointed in Vichy France. He had expected much more 
than he received. Our policy toward Vichy was a major cause of his 
disillusionment. 
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THE ADVENT OF the Tojo militarist Cabinet in Japan in 
September, 1941, coincided with an embittering of our relations with 
Germany as Hitler intensified the Battle of the Atlantic. His submarines 
and planes sank or damaged a number of American-flag and American- 
owned vessels. It was evident that new orders had gone out from the Ger- 
man Navy to submarines and surface raiders to treat American ships as 
belligerents and sink them. 

And it was equally evident that unless we took new steps to meet this 
threat we should be driven off the high seas. 

One of the Administration’s first moves was to redefine the term 
‘United Kingdom,” as used in the Neutrality Act proclamation, so as to 
permit American ships to carry arms to the overseas territories and pos- 
sessions of the British Empire. We made this public on September 15, 
1941. 

Throughout the summer of 1941 a revision of the Neutrality Act so 
as to permit American ships to sail to the United Kingdom and to be 
armed had been under discussion. Toward the end of June, from White 
Sulphur Springs, I recommended to the President through Welles that he 
call in the appropriate leaders of the Senate and House and discuss with 
them the urgent desirability of amending the Act. It seemed to me ever 
more vitally necessary that the President obtain authority to permit 
American vessels to carry supplies to Britain. 

Welles wrote me on June 30 that the President had agreed enthusi- 
astically to this suggestion and had asked for a memorandum as to the 
nature of the amendments that should be sought; and he sent this to me 
for my comment. I approved it, but with a suggestion that, if the political 
situation might cause too much delay in Congress, legal opinions be 
obtained from the Attorney General and the Legal Adviser of the State 
Department on whether the Lend-Lease Act did not modify the provisions 
of the Neutrality Act we had in mind. 

The President began his conferences with Congressional leaders. The 
first reaction was that a majority in both Houses would favor revision 
of the Act, but that the debate would be prolonged and the isolationist 
group might filibuster. 

Early in September, however, Hitler forced the issue as his subma- 
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rines sank or damaged American ships in quick succession. When the 
President returned to Washington from Hyde Park on the evening of the 
loth, I met him at the station and gave him a resume of the information 
concerning these atteicks. 

At the White House Secretaries Stimson and Knox joined in the dis- 
cussion of what action to take. We agreed that the President, in a radio 
address the following evening, should make it emphatically plain that our 
naval vessels in the Atlantic would fire on any Axis submarines or surface 
warships seeking to intercept shipping in our defensive waters. 

Accordingly, on the evening of September ii the President declared: 
“The time for active defense is now ... our patrolling vessels and 
planes will protect all merchant ships — ^not only American ships but 
ships of any flag — engaged in commerce in our defensive waters. . . . 
From now on, if German or Italian vessels of war enter the waters the 
protection of which is necesary for American defense they do so at th<»ir 
own peril.” 

He did not set any geographical limits to what he meant by “defen- 
sive waters.” But it was clear that, as the defense of Britain was vital 
to our security, the waters between the United States and Britain were 
defensive waters. Consequently our armed protection would extend to the 
shipping lanes across the North Atlantic, as well as to the waters to the 
South. 

During the last week in September I held several meetings with my 
principal advisers in the State Department to consider revising or repeal- 
ing the Neutrality Act. We decided to recommend to the President several 
modifications in the Act rather than its outright repeal. Wc still desired 
to retain several sections in the Act, such as supervision of arms exports 
and imports and of the collection of charitable funds for belligerents. 

We prepared three varying drafts of necessary legislation by Septem- 
ber 24, together with a draft message for the President to send to Con- 
gress, if he wished. I took them to him that afternoon, and we went over 
them at length. 

During conferences the following week with the President and with 
Congressional leaders agreement was reached to seek separately the repeal 
of Section 6 of the Act (prohibiting the arming of merchant ships) and 
of Sections 2 and 3 (prohibiting our ships from visiting belligerent ports 
and entering combat areas). It was our thought that, in view of the Ger- 
man sinking or damaging of some of our ships far from the combat zones, 
it would be easier to obtain repeal of Section 6 first. 
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On October 9 the President sent to Congress a message that we had 
drafted in the State Department, asking for the repeal of Section 6. Up 
to that time two American-fiag merchantmen had been sunk, the United 
States destroyer Greer and another merchantman had been attacked and 
the latter damaged, and five American-owned vessels flying the Pana- 
manian flag had been sunk. 

During June, 1941, the President, acting on an opinion of the Attor- 
ney General, had authorized the arming in this country of foreign-flag 
vessels. The Navy Department thereupon made available one low-angle 
gun to be mounted on some eighty-three Panamanian-flag vessels, in most 
of which there was some degree of American ownership. Panama’s laws 
did not prohibit the arming of merchantmen. 

Early in October, however, the Government of Panama decided to 
prohibit the arming of merchant vessels flying the Panamanian flag. With 
the approval of the President, I wrote Admiral Land, chairman of the 
Maritime Commission, on October 8, notifying him of that Government’s 
action. I stated that the State Department was of the opinion that any 
installation of armament now in progress on Panamanian-flag vessels 
owned by American interests should be discontinued, and that steps should 
be taken to remove any such armament already installed. 

The situation was quickly reversed when Arnulfo Arias, President 
of Panama, whose action prohibiting the arming of merchant vessels 
seemed to have been taken under German pressure, was deposed on Octo- 
ber 9. In violation of a provision of the Constitution of Panama that the 
President might not leave the country without the permission of the Na- 
tional Assembly or the Supreme Court, he had departed on a personal 
visit to Cuba on October 6. Ricardo Adolfo de la Guardia, the Vice Presi- 
dent, became President on October 9, and on the following day the 
Panamanian Cabinet decided to cancel the former Government’s action. 

This was so clearly to our advantage that German propaganda imme- 
diately sought to make out’that the United States Government had staged 
a putsch in Panama, I vigorously replied to its charge on October 16 with 
a public statement in which I said: “I state clearly and categorically for 
the record that the United States Government has had no connection, 
direct or indirect, with the recent governmental changes in the Republic 
of Panama.” 

I appeared before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on October 
13 to argue for repeal of the section of the Neutrality Act that prohibited 
the arming of American merchant vessels. Basing my argument on self- 
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defense, I said: “The Neutrality Acts did not remotely contemplate limit- 
ing the steps to be taken by this country in self-defense, especially were 
there to develop situations of serious and immediate danger to the United 
States and to this hemisphere. There was never any thought or intention 
to abandon to the slightest extent the full right of our necessary self- 
defense.” 

I pointed out that the prohibition against arming merchant vessels 
was not called for under international law, that our j;ovemment in previ- 
ous decades had often amed our merchantmen, and that “it is our right 
to arm our vessels for purposes of defense.” 

Outlining the dangerous extent of Hitler’s broad movement of con- 
quest, world- wide in its objectives, I said: “We cannot turn and walk away 
from the steadily spreading danger. Both the Congress and the Executive 
have recognized this change in the situation.” 

I stressed the point that Hitler’s attempt at world conquest appeared 
so unusual and unprecedented that many people, especially in a peace- 
loving country like ours, did not at all perceive the danger to our country 
from such a movement. “This failure,” I said, “to realize and comprehend 
the vastness of the plan and the savagery of its unlimited objectives has 
been, and still is, the greatest single source of peril to those free peoples 
who are yet unconquered and who still possess and enjoy their priceless 
institutions.” 

I concluded by stating my own judgment that Section 2 (our vessels 
not to visit belligerent ports) should also be repealed. 

A few days before, on October 8, 1 had asked the opinion of Admiral 
Stark, Chief of Naval Operations, whether abolishing the combat zones 
around the British Isles and elsewhere would facilitate our getting aid to 
Britain; whether it would be possible for United States naval vessels to 
escort merchantmen all the way across the Atlantic; and also what were 
the risks involved. I was seeking an expert opinion on the military side 
before proceeding further with our campaign for neutrality revision. 

Admiral Stark replied on the same day that it would be advantageous 
from the war-effort viewpoint if American-flag vessels, manned by Ameri- 
can crews, could increase the shipping both to the British Isles and to 
other military areas. He thought that the greater speed of our cargo ships 
would decrease submarine losses. He considered it impracticable for ocean 
escorts based in North America to make the entire trip across the Atlantic. 

He thought it piobable that Germany would declare war on the 
United States. This would involve the possibility of Japan’s entering the 
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war. He believed that efforts to keep Japan out of the war would best be 
served by our continued strong stand against Japanese aggression. He also 
stated his opinion that Germany could not be defeated unless the United 
States were wholeheartedly in the war and made a strong military and 
naval effort wherever strategy dictated. 

My own thought, as I expressed it to the Congressional committees, 
was that Hitler would not declare war as a result of any action of ours 
unless he felt it was to his own advantage. He had so acted toward all 
the countries he had attacked, whether their attitude was submissive 
or determined. 

When I appeared before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
on October 21 , 1 drew attention to the repeated attacks made on American 
vessels in widely separated areas, and said that Hitler and his satellites 
were now trying to sever the sea lanes that linked the United States to 
the remaining free peoples. 

^^Hitler under his policy of intimidation and frightfulness,” I said, 
“has in effect given notice that American lives and American ships, no 
less than the lives and ships of other nations, will be destroyed if they 
are found in most of the north Atlantic Ocean. In the presence of threats 
and acts by an outlaw nation, there arises the right, and there is imposed 
the duty, of prompt and determined defense. Our ships and men are 
legitimately sailing the seas. The outlaw who preaches and practices in- 
discriminate, terroristic attack in pursuit of world-conquest is estopped 
to invoke any law if law-abiding nations act to defend themselves.” 

On October 27 the President delivered a strong radio address in 
which he said: 

“Our American merchant ships must be free to carry our American 
goods into the harbors of our friends, 

“Our American merchant ships must be protected by our American 
Navy. 

“It can never be doubted that the goods will be delivered by this 
Nation, whose Navy believes in the tradition of ‘Damn the torpedoes; 
full speed ahead I’ ” 

The Senate amended the House resolution to include repeal of Sec- 
tions 2 and 3 as well as of 6. Opposition now developed in the House to 
the Senate amendments. Both the President and I addressed letters to the 
Speaker and to the Majority Leader of the House on November 13 urging 
favorable action on the resolution as amended. The same day the House 
passed the amended resolution, 212 to 194, and the President signed it 
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on November 17. American ships could now be armed, and they could 
carry supplies to Britain. 

Almost simultaneously we took another action to protect ourselves 
in the Caribbean area by sending an occupying force to Dutch Guiana, 
also known as Surinam. Since early in August we had been receiving 
reports of the activities of certain persons believed to be Nazis or Nazi- 
hired, along the Amazon River in Brazil, and of the clearing of savannas 
on the Brazilian border about two hundred and seventy fr o m the 
bauxite mines at Paramaribo. The output of these mines, which furnished 
60 per cent of the requirements of the United States aluminum industry, 
was vital to our national defense. 

During the summer the President had had an exchange of tnpsggge s 
with Queen Wilhelmina of the Netherlands, whose Government was in 
London. He had invited the Queen to visit Hyde Park, but she was unable 
to accept. I had an acknowledgment of the Queen’s letter drafted at the 
State Department, and sent it to the President on September i. In it we 
took the opportunity to indicate our anxiety with regard to the bauxite 
installations in Dutch Guiana, pointing out that any interruption in this 
supply of bauxite would seriously delay the production of aircraft so 
urgently needed by all nations resisting aggression. We said we were pre- 
pared to arrange for the immediate entry of troops into Dutch Guiana in 
keeping with the procedure established at the Havana Conference in 1940. 

Two days previously, the Governor of Dutch Guiana had received 
information that a German surface raider was operating in waters of the 
Guianas. He immediately requested assistance from the Governor of 
Trinidad, and simultaneously we alerted our troops at Trinidad (one of 
the bases we had acquired from the British). 

Queen Wilhelmina on September 5 agreed in general to the Presi- 
dent’s suggestion. We advised her, in the President’s name, that we would 
first discuss the project with the Brazilian Government, since Brazil had 
a common border with Dutch Guiana, and we would ask Brazil to join 
in any military action involving the colony. 

BrazO agreed without difficulty and arranged to maintain special 
vigilance in the frontier zone adjacent to Dutch Guiana and to send a 
mission to Paramaribo to cooperate with the United States and Nether- 
lands forces. 

While the President and I were working on the project of sending 
American merchant ships to Britain, former President Herbert Hoover 
had been bringing to a head his proposals for sending food to the children 
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of Belgium. He specifically proposed that the United States Government 
persuade a small neutral country to negotiate agreements with the British 
and German Governments toward this end, whereby the United States 
would transport meats and fats to Belgium, and Germany would send a 
quantity of grain. 

I had Hoover’s proposals exhaustively studied in the State Depart- 
ment. While I personally got on well with Hoover and sympathized with 
his intentions, I was opposed to his ideas. Our commitments for the 
supply of food to England were considerable, and the shortage of ship- 
ping in the Atlantic was ever more acute. I further believed it was the 
duty of the occupying nation, Germany, and not the United States, to 
feed the conquered peoples. We could not afford to assist Hitler by 
relieving him of this obligation. 

I stated this opinion to Congress with all the emphasis I could. I 
had already made my point clear in a letter on June 19, 1941, to Senator 
George, acting chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

^It is clear,” I said, “that the responsibility and manifest duty to 
supply relief rests with the occupying authorities, as it is well known that 
the German authorities have removed from the countries under occupation 
vast quantities of ioodstufis belonging to the peoples of those countries, 
and within those countries have diverted food supplies from children to 
persons working in behalf of the German military effort. • . . 

“It is all the more difficult to understand why no demand has been 
made upon Germany to fulfill its obligations in this regard when the Ger- 
man Government has never put forth any claim to poverty of food for its 
own people and its huge armies which are striking at the roots of freedom 
and civilization wherever they can.” 

Congress took no action on relief proposals. 

The Belgian Government itself concurred in the British Government’s 
decision to let no food enter the occupied countries. I had several con- 
versations on this point with the Belgian Ambassador, Count Robert van 
der Straten-Ponthoz. When I saw him on September 26 I inquired about 
the distress in his country due to lack of food. He said his people were 
suffering. I then inquired what the attitude of his Government (then in 
London) was. He said his Government was going along with the British 
blockade policy in order to cooperate to the fullest extent with the British 
in their efforts to defeat Hitler and restore liberty to conquered countries 
like Belgium. As to our attitude, I referred the Ambassador to my letter 
to Senator George, and we did not discuss the matter further. 
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The President and I, in the course of a conversation around Novem- 
ber i8, agreed that I should make an address or public statement on the 
aims of our national policy. I had pointed out to him that in preceding 
months there had been certain divergencies in statements made by Ad- 
ministration leaders. With the aid of several of my associates at the State 
Department I began to work on a speech that would deal with freedom 
of the seas and control of the seas from the viewpoint of our national 
policy. 

But the address was never completed. My attention now was HnimpH 
almost entirely by the mounting crisis in our relations with Japan. 
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LITTLE GOOD as we had had to expect from the Konoye Cabi- 
net, we had even less to expect from the Cabinet headed by Premier Gen- 
eral Hideki Tojo after October 17. Tojo, who had been Minister of War, 
continued even as Premier to be an active Army officer. He was a t3^ical 
Japanese officer, with a small-bore, straight-laced, one-track mind. He 
was stubborn and self-willed, rather stupid, hard-working, and possessed a 
quantity of drive. 

The new Foreign Minister, Shigenori Togo, was a t3q)ical Japanese 
Foreign Office official, a good technician in his craft but also rather nar- 
row in his views and unable to gain a broad perspective. 

The new Cabinet almost immediately stated to us with emphasis, 
through Togo in Tokyo and Nomura in Washington, that they wanted to 
continue conversations with us and reach an agreement for peace in the 
Pacific. They sought to impress upon us that they supported the assur- 
ances of peaceful intentions so often conveyed to us by the Konoye 
Cabinet. 

This was on the surface, of course. Other developments were ominous. 
Japanese military movements continued in Manchuria and Indo-China. 
The anti-American campaign went on in the Nipponese press. Navy and 
Army officers made inflammatory speeches. The director of the naval intel- 
ligence section of Imperial Headquarters said in a public address, “The 
Imperial Navy is itching for action, when needed.” And Ambassador Grew 
cabled me on October 25 information from a reliable informant that it 
was only as a result of pressure from the Emperor that the Tojo Cabinet 
became committed to an attempt to conclude the conversations with us 
successfully. 

No indication came from Tokyo that the Tojo Government was at all 
willing to modify Japan’s position so as to reach a peaceful agreement on 
the basic principles of justice and equity we deemed essential to a lasting 
peace in the Pacific. On the contrary, it seemed to us that the Tojo Gov- 
ernment was likely to insist on stiffer terms than the Konoye Cabinet. 

At the same time I began to note a sense of urgency in Tojo’s and 
Togo’s attitude toward our conversations. Konoye had pressed us to move 
rapidly in accepting bis terms; but one of his purposes had been to con- 
tinue himself in office, with the help of an agreement with us. Tojo wanted 
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something done quickly, but it was apparent that his purpose was different 
from Konoye^s. If an agreement were not reached he was prepared, I be- 
lieved, to take action that would mean war. 

This sense of urgency, this almost frantic effort to push us into an 
agreement that would give Tokyo all it wanted, continued up to Pearl 
Harbor. We noted it a few days after Tojo came to power when the trans- 
lation of an intercepted message from Togo to Nomura dated October 
21 came to my desk. It said, in part: “Our country has said practically all 
she can say in the way of expressing of opinions and setting forth our 
stand. We feel that we have now reached a point where no further posi- 
tive action can be taken by us except to urge the United States to recon- 
sider her views. • . . We urge, therefore, that, choosing an opportune 
moment, either you or Wakasugi [Counselor of the Embassy] let it be 
known to the United States by indirection that our country is not in a 
position to spend much more time discussing this matter.’* 

There were two prime elements in this message. One was that the 
Tojo Cabinet had no intention of receding from Japan’s minimum de- 
mands: Japan to remain allied with the Axis and go to war with us if 
hostilities broke out between us and the Axis; Japanese troops to stay in 
China; Japan to enjoy a preferential commercial position in the Far East; 
and the United States to lift her economic restrictions against Japan, 
cease strengthening the Philippines, and desist from aiding China and the 
British and Dutch Far Eastern territories. The other element was that we 
had to accept these conditions within a diort space of time — or else. 

When Ambassador Nomura came on October 28 for his first real con- 
versation since General Tojo had come to power, he said his Government 
was still anxious to reach an understanding with us. I said I was of course 
interested, and I emphasized the importance of patience on both sides as 
the only hope of improving relations. 

“At the present moment,” I commented, “the Japanese Government 
must know that in whatever direction they might make a rash move, 
whether south or north, this might well have immediate and Incalculable 
consequences. On the other hand, there is no desire in Great Britain, and 
I think none in the United States, to pick trouble with Japan. The draw- 
ing together of all those who feel themselves threatened by Japanese policy 
is purely defensive. When there is so much gunpowder lying about, he 
would be a very rash man who dropped a match on it.” 

The President had delivered a strong speech the night before in which 
he further stated our determination to protect our shipping from German 
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submarines. I asked Nomura what he anticipated would be Japan’s reac- 
tion if, as seemed likely following that address, there were shooting be- 
tween the Germans and ourselves. Nomura replied that Japan would -be 
quite free to decide her own course of actions. 

“The Japanese Government,” I remarked, “would certainly be wise 
to consult Japanese interests and not German interests. You must realize 
that all Hitler’s actions are dictated solely by regard for what he conceives 
to be German interests. I’ve never been able to understand what good 
Japan thought the Tripartite Pact could possibly do her, compared with 
an understanding with the United States and Great Britain, both of whom 
have effective interests in the Pacific.” 

On the following day Lord Halifax suggested to me that our two 
countries should notify Japan that we would fight if Japan blockaded 
Vladivostok or attacked Russia. I countered with the suggestion that the 
question be broadened. Instead of dealing specifically with this one area, 
Japan might be tactfully advised that her blockading of the Sea of Japan 
and parts of the Pacific coast of Russia would have to be treated by this 
country and by Great Britain as the beginning of an unlimited program of 
conquest by force. This approach would embrace the whole question of 
Japan’s occupancy or domination of the entire South Seas area. Conse- 
quently the other interested Governments would be obliged, of course, to 
act to preserve their own interests and rights in all this area as well as in 
the area to the north, Halifax said he would take up this suggestion with 
his Government, 

The impression of urgency on the part of the Tojo Government con- 
tinued to heighten. Foreign Minister Togo on November 3 instructed 
Saburo Kurusu, former Japanese Ambassador to Germany, to come to 
Washington ostensibly to assist Nomura in his conversations with me. 
At the, request of the Japanese Government we immediately took all the 
steps we possibly could to facilitate his trip by air across the Pacific. 

On the same day Ambassador Grew cabled me his opinion that Japan 
might make a do-or-die attempt, if our conversations failed, actually ridd- 
ing national hara-kiri. 

For the first time we now saw a dead line stated in the intercepts. 
In a message to Nomura on November 5, Togo said: “Because of various 
circumstances, it is absolutely necessary that all arrangements for the 
signing of this agreement be completed by the 2Sth of this month. I real- 
ize that this is a difficult order, but under the circumstances it is an un- 
avoidable one. Please understand this thoroughly and tackle the problem 
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of saving the Japanese-American relations from falling into a chaotic 
condition.” 

This, to us, could mean only one thing. Japan had already set in mo- 
tion the wheels of her war machine, and she had decided not to stop diort 
of war with the United States if by November 25 we had not agreed to 
her demands. 

At about the time this intercept came to us I received a memorandum 
from the Chief of Staff, General Marshall, and the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions, Admiral Stark, analyzing the Far Eastern situation from our mili- 
tary point of view. This was in re^onse to a request I had of the 
War and Navy Departments that they study an appeal Chiang Kai-shek 
had addressed to us on October 30. Chiang had wanted us to send air 
units to China to counter what he believed would be a Japanese attack 
on Kunming. 

Marshall and Stark disapproved the sending of United States armed 
forces to China for intervention against Japan, but recommended the ac- 
celeration of material aid to China, including the maximum strengthening 
of the American Volunteer Group in China. They asked that no ultimatum 
be delivered to Japan. 

I agreed thoroughly with their recommendations, and so informed 
the President. At the State Department we prepared a reply from the 
President to Chiang Kai-shek along the lines of the Marshall-Stark memo- 
randum, which he sent on November 14. 

From the tone of the intercepts, from the inflamed statements made 
in Tokyo, from the unyielding and drastic nature of the Japanese de- 
mands, and from constant reports of Japanese military activity, it was 
now obvious to me that Japan was rapidly veering toward fur&er aggres- 
sive advances in the South Seas, including war with the United States if 
we did nut sign the agreement ^e required. 

On November 7 I therefore delivered at a regular Cabinet meeting a 
solemn warning of the dangers ahead. At this somber meeting the Far 
Eastern situation occupied the minds of all of us. The President customar- 
ily opened the Cabinet session by discussing a situation himself and then 
turning to the appropriate Cabinet officer for additional comment, or by 
asking the Cabinet member to give his estimate. On this occasion he 
turned directly to me and asked whether I had anything in mind. 

I then spoke for about fifteen minutes and pointed out the dangers 
in the international atuation as a whole. I went fully over the develop- 
ments in our conversations with the Japanese. 
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my opinion,” I concluded, “relations are extremely critical. We 
should be on the lookout for a military attack by Japan anywhere at any 
time.” 

There was a moment of silence. Then the President went around the 
Cabinet, asking each member his opinion. All concurred in my estimate of 
the dangers. 

The Cabinet then agreed that the critical situation should be empha- 
sized in speeches by high officials so as to prepare the country at large 
for such a development. During the next few days the President, Secre- 
tary Knox, and Under Secretary Welles delivered emphatic addresses 
along this line. 

On the evening of the Cabinet meeting Ambassador Nomura came to 
my apartment and handed me a draft supposedly containing new Japanese 
proposals relating to Nipponese forces in China and in Indo-China and to 
the principle of nondiscrimination in commercial relations. The proposals, 
however, were merely rewordings of the previous Japanese points. They 
contained nothing basically new, nor did they offer any real concessions. 
Japanese troops would continue to be stationed in North China, Inner 
Mongolia, and the island of Hainan “for a certain required duration” fol- 
lowing peace between Japan and China. Japanese forces in Indo-China 
would be withdrawn after settlement of the “China Affair.” The principle 
of nondiscrimination would be applied to all the Pacific area provided it 
were applied to the rest of the world as well — a transparent loophole in 
view of the fact there could be no nondiscrimination in Hitler’s Europe. 

In discussing this document with Nomura an idea occurred to me 
which I stated to him. 

“Suppose,” I said, “the Chinese were now to say that they desired a 
real friendship with Japan and would do everything in their power to 
work together with Japan along peaceful ways. Would this not be a won- 
derful opportunity for Japan to launch forth on a real new order, an 
order in which Japan would gain real moral leadership in the Far East? 
At a time when Europe is threatened with anarchy, would not the adop- 
tion by Japan of a new policy of conciliation and friendship with China — 
not maintained at the sword’s point — ^provide a real opportunity for 
progressive leadership in which she and the United States would cooperate 
to save the world?” 

Nomura, who seemed to be much impressed with this suggestion, 
promised to refer it to his Government. He said he was personally con- 
vinced of the wisdom of the policies I had pursued and would use his in- 
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fluence, when he went back to Japan and retired, toward steering Japan 
away from outmoded ideas such as those calling for the retention of Japa- 
nese troops in China. 

I pointed out again the advantages our Government had derived from 
renouncing its previous policy of stationing troops in certain Latin Ameri- 
can countries, and mentioned the great increase in United States trade 
with those Republics. “If Japan would adopt'a broad-gauge liberal policy 
toward China,” I said, “she would derive incalculable advantages in the 
way of trade and prosperity.” 

From England two days later, November 9, came strong assurances 
from Winston Churchill of support of the United States in the Pacific. 
The Prime Minister, speaking at the Lord Mayor’s banquet, said that, if 
the United States became involved in a war with Japan, Britain’s declara- 
tion of war “will follow within the hour.” 

We had no agreement with Great Britain on this point. It was obvi- 
ous, however, that war could not break out between Japan and one of the 
major English-speaking nations without the other becoming involved. The 
fate of Britain in Europe was inextricably interlinked with the fate of 
Britain in the Orient. And our policy of aiding Britain to resist Germany 
was not confined to Europe. Any weakening of Britain, as by a Japanese 
attack in the Orient which interfered with the supplies she needed from 
the Indian Ocean and Australia area for her struggle in Europe, would be 
indirectly an attack on us, and could not leave us indifferent. 

I accompanied Nomura at his request to the White House on No- 
vember 10 for a talk with the President. He read the President a long, 
written explanation of the Japanese view on three main questions sepa- 
rating us — Japanese troops in China, the Tripartite Alliance, and the 
principle of nondiscrimination. He argued that Japan had made consider- 
able concessions, and he pressed for a quick decision, saying that time was 
very precious under the present circumstances. 

The President commented that, in his opinion, “nations must think 
one hundred years ahead, especially during the age through which the 
world is passing.” We had consumed only six months, he said, in discuss- 
ing a solution of our relations and those of other countries in the Pacific; 
patience was necessary, and we did not want a temporary agreement. 

Two days later, on November 12 , 1 handed Nomura a statement that 
recapitulated statements the Konoye Government had given us in regard 
to their position, and asked him to obtain assurances for us that the Tojo 
Government maintained the same views. 
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Nomura again pressed for haste, saying that the internal situation in 
Japan was difficult, people were becoming impatient, and a session of the 
Diet was impending. He hoped that an agreement could be reached within 
a week or ten days. Obviously he was thinking of the November 25 
deadline. 

I replied that we were working as rapidly as possible on the long 
explanation Nomura had read the President on November 10, and that as 
soon as we reached a good basis in our exploratory conversations we would 
approach the Chinese Government and sound out its attitude. 

As we discussed again the Tripartite Alliance, I pointed to the grow- 
ing distress of European populations, which raised the question how long 
Hitler could keep them crushed down. 

“For this reason,” I said, “the time is approaching for preparing a 
postwar program. This is a matter in which I feel that the Japanese Gov- 
ernment must be interested. I feel sure that Japan will want to play a 
part in a constructive program to meet the after-war situation, and that, 
for this reason, Japan will probably not want to be tied in with Hitler.” 

Although Nomura continued to offer protestations of Japan’s peaceful 
intentions, the intercepted messages that flowed to my desk told another 
story. One, dated November 14, from Tokyo to the Japanese representa- 
tive in Hong Kong, described what would happen in China if our con- 
versations failed to produce an agreement. “We will completely destroy 
British and American power in China,” it read. “We will take over all 
enemy concessions and important enemy rights and interests (customs and 
minerals, etc.) in China.” 

I handed Nomura on November 15 the draft of a joint American- 
Japanese declaration on economic policy. This, if agreed to, would form 
one part of our general agreement. 

Under this document the two Governments were to cooperate in urg- 
ing all nations to reduce trade barriers, eliminate forms of discrimination, 
and work toward an equitable acquiring by all nations of the goods and 
commodities they needed. They were to take practicable measures as 
rapidly as possible to restore normal commercial relations. They were to 
begin discussions looking toward a reciprocal trade agreement. They were 
to permit the export to each otha: of desired commodities subject to re- 
strictions, necessitated by self-defense. They were to cooperate in restoring 
complete economic, financial, and monetary control to China. Neither was 
to seek preferential or monopolistic commercial or other economic rights in 
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China. They were to try to induce other Pacific countries to apply the 
same principles. 

In general, under this draft declaration of economic policy Japan 
could have joined with the United States in leading the way toward a 
general application of economic practices that would have given her much 
of what her leaders professed to want. 

In the discussion that ensued concerning this document, Nomura said 
he wanted to bring up the point that his Government considered we were 
now engaged in actual negotiations and not in merely exploratory conver- 
sations, as we contended. 

Asking Minister-Counselor Wakasugi, who had accompanied Nomura 
to my apartment, to take accurate note of what I was about to say, I 
replied: 

“If we are to work out a peaceful settlement in the Pacific area, I can 
do this only on the basis of carrying on exploratory conversations until 
we reach a stage where I can go to Great Britain, China, and The Nether- 
lands and say to them that I believe that the attitudes of Japan and the 
United States are such as to afford a basis for negotiation. Otherwise they 
might read in the newspapers that I am negotiating with Japan on matters 
affecting them without their being consulted.” 

I asked Nomura whether, if we entered into an agreement with Japan, 
we could assume that the Tripartite Alliance, so far as Japan was con- 
cerned, would automatically become a dead letter. 

“Suppose I were to go to the British and Dutch,” I remarked, “and 
say that Japan is willing to enter on a peaceful program but at the same 
time desires to adhere to a fighting alliance with their enemy, Germany — 
what would the British and Dutch say? How could I make the British 
believe in Japan’s peaceful intentions while Japan proclaims her adherence 
to a military alliance with Germany? 

“It would be very difficult for me to make the people of this country 
and the people of all peaceful nations believe that Japan is pursuing a 
peaceful course so long as she is tied to an alliance with the most flagrant 
aggressor who has appeared on this planet in the last two thousand years.” 

Nopiura commented that the public had so much confidence in me 
that they would accept a Japanese-American agreement if I recom- 
mended it. 

“If we were to go into an agreement with Japan,” I replied, “while 
Japan has an outstanding obligation to Germany that might call upon 
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Japan to go to war with us, it would cause so much turmoil in the country 
that I might well be lynched.” 

Pointing out that, notwithstanding the existence of a neutrality pact 
between Japan and Russia, large Japanese armies in Manchuria were 
facing Russian armies in Siberia, I said: 

“What we have in mind is an agreement that will promote mutual 
trust and enable us to get away from the expansion of military prepara- 
tions. What I want is a clear-cut unequivocal agreement which will re- 
move doubts that Japan is trying to face two ways at the same time.” 

Neither in this nor in any conversation we had did Nomura give me 
a satisfactory reply on the question of Japan’s commitments under the 
Tiipartite Pact. He argued on several occasions that, if we signed an 
agreement with Japan, the psychological effect in his country would be 
such that the Japanese Government could not in future interpret the Axis 
alliance as requiring it to go to war with the United States. We could not 
accept a statement so vague and so at variance with the statements and 
actions of Japanese leaders. Moreover, we too had to consider the psycho- 
logical effect of such an agreement as Japan wanted. Even supposing the 
effect might be good in Japan, it would be disastrous in the United States, 
in China, and throughout the Orient with the exception of Japan. 

As Nomura and his Government continued to importune us for early 
action, I remarked to him on November 15: '‘The new Government in 
Japan seems to take the attitude that we must reply at once to their 
points. We do not feel we should be receiving ultimatums of such a charac- 
ter from the Japanese Government under circumstances where the United 
States has been pursuing peaceful courses throughout and the Japanese 
Government is the one that has been violating law and order.” 

That same day Ambassador Saburo Kurusu arrived in Washington, 
and on November 17 Nomura brought him to my office. Kurusu seemed 
to me the antithesis of Nomura. Neither his appearance nor his attitude 
commanded confidence or respect. I felt from the start that he was deceit- 
ful. Knowing what I did of Japan’s intentions from the intercepts, from 
our regular information, and from my analysis of Japan’s attitude during 
our previous conversations, it did not seem possible to me that glurusu, 
when he left Japan, did not know the plans of his Government and the role 
he was intended to fill. The purpose in sending him to Washington was an 
alternative one. In the first place he was to use all pressure and persuasion 
possible to induce us to accept Japan’s terms. In the second place, if that 
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failed, he was to lull us with talk until the moment Japan got ready to 
strike. 

Kurusu, as Japanese Ambassador to Berlin, had signed the Tripartite 
Pact with Germany and Italy. Previously, among other posts, he had been 
head of the economic section of the Foreign Office. He had been Ambas- 
sador to Belgium at the time of the Brussels Conference in 1937, which 
Japan had refused to attend, and had played the role of a too cunning 
eavesdropper. His only recommendation in my eyes was that he spoke ex- 
cellent English, having married his American secretary. Nevertheless, I 
found that Nomura, despite his faulty English, understood the points I 
made much better than did Kurusu, whose mentality was such that he 
could not appreciate our views. 

Nomura, on bringing Kurusu to me, handed me a statement from his 
Government which answered in the affirmative our request for confirma- 
tion by the Tojo Cabinet of a series of points already made by the Konoye 
Cabinet. 

After a short conversation, during which Kurusu said that Premier 
Tojo, although a military man, was sincerely desirous of reaching an agree- 
ment with us, I accompanied both Ambassadors across the street to the 
White House for a conference with the President. The situation could not 
have been more tense. Only the previous day Nomura had received from 
Foreign Minister Togo a message confirming the dead line of November 
25. I had it also through an intercept. 

“In your opinion,” it said, “we ought to wait and see what turn the 
war takes and remain patient. However, I am awfully sorry to say that 
the situation renders this out of the question. I set the dead line for the 
solution of these negotiations . . . and there will be no change. Please try 
to understand that. You see how short the time is; therefore do not allow 
the United States to sidetrack us and delay the negotiations any further. 
Press them for a solution on the basis of our proposals, and do your best 
to bring about an immediate solution.” 

It was therefore ever more a case of signing on the dotted line or 
taking the consequences. 

President Roosevelt began the conversation by stating our desire to 
avoid war and to achieve a fair peace settlement in the Pacific. Nomura 
and Kurusu said this was also Japan’s desire. Kurusu then made a 
specious attempt to explain away the Tripartite Alliance. 

“Any kind of peace settlement for the Pacific,” I commented, “with 
Japan still clinging to her Tripartite Pact with Germany, would cause 
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the President and me to be violently denounced. Such a peace arrangement 
would not be taken seriously for a moment, and all the countries interested 
in the Pacific would redouble their efforts to arm against Japanese aggres- 
sion. 

^‘When Hitler started on a march of invasion across the earth with 
ten million soldiers and thirty thousand airplanes, and with an official 
announcement that he was out for unlimited invasion objectives, the 
United States from then on was in danger, and that danger has grown 
each week until this minute. This country has recognized the danger and 
has proceeded thus far to defend itself before it is too late. Yet the Gov- 
ernment of Japan says it docs not know whether this country is thus act- 
ing in self-defense or not. The United States feels the danger so acutely 
.that she has committed herself to ten, twenty-five, or fifty billions of 
dollars expenditure for self-defense — but when Japan is asked whether this 
is self-defense she indicates she has no opinion on the subject ” 

Kurusu said Germany had not up to this time requested Japan to 
fight, and that Japan was serving a desirable purpose without doing so. 
He obviously meant that his country was keeping huge Russian forces 
and large portions of the American and British navies and air and ground 
forces diverted to the Pacific. 

Kurusu sougl w to defend his Government's plan of not bringing its 
troops out of China. The President remarked that the question ought to 
be worked out in a fair way, and that, although Japan did not desire us 
to mediate, we might, if the other Pacific questions had been settled, in- 
troduce Japan and China to each other and ask them to proceed with 
the remaining adjustments. 

Neither in that conversation nor in those that followed during the 
next three days among Nomura, Kurusu, and myself did the new envoy 
advance any new proposal. It was obvious to the President and me that 
he had come to Washington not for the purpose of stating any concessions 
to our point of view but to put backbone into Nomura's virtual demands 
that we accept Japan's terms. 

When Nomura and Kurusu came to see me at the State Department 
on November 18 I sought to point out to them the fallacy of Japan's 
adhering to the Axis Pact. 

“Our people do not trust Hitler,” I said. “We feel that, if Hitler 
won out, he inevitably would get around to the Far East and double- 
cross Japan. After Germany concluded the Anti-Comintem Pact with, 
Japan she later surprised Japan by entering into a nonaggression pact with 



WAiaOSDS RULE JAPAN 


1065 

Russia, and finally she went back on the nonaggression pact by attacking 
Russia. I presume that Japan did not know in advance what Hitler’s in- 
tentions were any more than we did.” 

I pointed out that we were giving the Philippines their independence 
in 1946 and we were now bringing our marines out of China. ‘In this 
way,” I said, “we are trying to make a contribution to the establishment 
of a peaceful world based on law and order. This is what we want to work 
out with Japan. We have nothing to offer in the way of bargaining except 
our friendship.” 

I added that I frankly did not know whether anything could be done 
toward reaching a satisfactory agreement with Japan. “We can go so 
far,” I said; “but rather than go beyond a certain point it would be better 
for us to stand and take the consequences.” 

Kurusu said he could not say that Japan would abrogate the Tri- 
partite Pact; but Japan might do something which would “outshine” the 
Pact. 

“Unless peacefully minded nations,” I commented, “start their pro- 
gram of reconstruction now it will be impossible to get such a program 
started later on. The selfish elements would then get control of the situa- 
tion and prevent materialization of a liberal policy. It is necessary to get 
the fundamental principles established now so that we may begin to en- 
able the peaceful forces, which are now demoralized, to assert leadership.” 

Kurusu emphasized that Japan would not be a cat’s-paw for Ger- 
many, that her* purpose in entering into the Tripartite Alliance was to use 
it for her own ends, and that she had signed it because she felt isolated. 
I observed that it would be difficult to get public opinion in this country 
to understand the situation as he described it. 

I then took up with Kurusu a point I had already sought to make 
clear to Nomura. For about a week, the Government at Tokyo had in- 
sisted that our conversations were now formal negotiations, while I insisted 
they were exploratory conversations. 

“The reason,” I said, “is that I cannot go to the British or the 
Chinese or other Governments involved without having first reached a 
real basis for negotiations, since those Governments have a rightful in- 
terest in these problems.” 

Kurusu retorted that under such circumstances American- Japanese 
relations would be at the mercy of Great Britain and China. 

“I repeat,” I said, “that we must have something substantial in the 
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way of a basis for an agreement to take to those Governments, for other- 
wise there would be no point in talking to them.” 

Kurusu said that the situation was so pressing it might get beyond 
our control. 

I agreed but pointed out that the fact that Japan’s leaders kept 
announcing programs based on force added to our difficulties. 

“I shall have to leave your relations with Hitler to your Government 
for its consideration,” I said. 

Turning to China, I asked Kurusu how many soldiers Japan wanted 
to retain in China, and for how long. 

He replied that possibly 90 per cent would be withdrawn. He did not 
say how long the remainder would stay in China. 

‘‘Keeping Japanese troops in China,” I said, “is a question in which 
there are many elements of trouble. American interests in China have 
suffered severely from the actions of Japanese forces. Yet we have exer- 
cised great patience. Extremists in Japan seem to be looking for trouble 
in this situation, and it is up to the Japanese Government to make an extra 
effort to take the situation by the collar. The United States and Japan 
have trusted each other in the past; but the present difficulty is one of 
Japan’s own making, and it is up to the Japanese Government to find some 
way of getting itself out of the difficulty in which it has placed Itself.” 

I added that the situation was now exceptionally advantageous for 
Japan to put her factories to work to produce goods needed by many 
peaceful countries, if only the Japanese people could get war and invasion 
out of mind. 

Kurusu suggested that the United States had been responsible for 
delay in our conversations. 

“We could more rightly accuse the Japanese of delays,” I replied. 
“I’ve met with Ambassador Nomura promptly every time he has asked 
for a meeting, and I’ve discussed matters fully with him. Japan’s move- 
ment into Indo-China last summer interrupted our conversations. It was 
then that I could no longer defend continued shipments of petroleum 
products to Japan, especially since I had been under severe criticism for 
the past year for not having cut them off,’^ 

Kurusu asked whether we wanted the status quo ante restored, or 
what we expected Japan to do. 

I replied that if Japan could not do anything now on the three basic 
points separating us — ^troops in China, the Tripartite Pact and commer- 
cial policy— I could only leave to Japan to decide what she could do. 
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“Our deare,” I added, “is to see Japan help furnish a world leader- 
diip for a peaceful program. I feel that Japan’s long-swing interests are 
the same as our interests.” 

At this point the Japanese envoys turned the conversation toward 
the possibility of a modus vivendi, or short-term, partial agreement that 
would tide the situation over imtil a long-term basic agreement could be 
reached. 

I asked Kurusu, “If there ^ould be a relasation of our freezing 
order, to what extent would that enable Japan to adopt peaceful policies? 
What I have in mind is something to enable the peaceful leaders in Japan 
to get control of the situation there and assert their influence.” 

Kurusu suggested the possibility of going back to the status e xi s ting 
before late July when, following Japan’s move into southern Indo-China, 
we put our freezing measure into effect. 

“If we modify our embargo,” I commented, “on the strength of a 
step by Japan such as you mention, we don’t know whether the troops 
you withdraw from Indo-China will be diverted to some equally objec- 
tionable movement elsewhere.” 

The envoy said what he had in mind was simply some move toward 
arresting the dangerous trend in our relations. 

“It will be difficult for me,” I replied, “to get this Government to go 
a long way in renoving the embargo unless we believe Japan is definitely 
started on a peaceful course and has renounced purposes of conquest.” 

Kurusu remarked that Japan was tired of fighting China and would 
go as far as she could along a different course. 

I said I would consult with the British and the Dutch to see what 
their attitude would be toward his suggestion. 

Later that day of November i8 I called Minister Campbell of the 
British Embassy to my office to inform him of the suggestion made 
by the Japanese envoys concerning a temporary arrangemeit, or modus 
vivendi. I said that the Japanese proposal meant that, while the United 
States and perhaps Great Britain and die Netherlands East Indies would 
somewhat relax embargoes on exports to Japan, Tokyo would corres- 
pondingly take steps toward a peaceful policy and toward educating its 
public opinion m suK>ort of such a policy during the next few months. 

I also called in Chinese Ambassador Hu Shih and gave him the sub- 
stance of my conversations with the Japanese env<^. I did not, however, 
refer to the suggestion for a temporary arrangement, ance China would 
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not be called upon to take action under it, and it was still in a nebulous 
stage. 

Nomura, Kurusu, and I discussed this suggestion further the follow- 
ing day when the Ambassadors came to see me at my apartment. I asked 
Nomura whether, if the suggestion were carried out, our conversations 
would continue in order to iron out the important points on which we had 
been unable to agree. He replied, Yes. He added, however, that the Japa- 
nese Government had already expressed its intention to maintain peace 
in the Pacific, but that it could not abrogate the Tripartite Pact and was 
bound to carry out its obligations. 

“One way you could be helpful,’’ I suggested, “would be to let the 
Russian forces in the Far East and the British forces at Singapore go back 
to Europe. This illustrates how much Japan is hindering us. If Hitler were 
helping the world the situation would be different; but the fact is, he is 
injuring all of us.” 

Intercepted messages from Tokyo were now proving beyond all doubt 
that the crisis was at hand. Nomura received instructions concerning the 
evacuation of Japanese from the United States. He received a new code 
whereby, through listening to the daily Japanese language short-wave 
news broadcast, he would know, from a mention of the direction of the 
wind, whether diplomatic relations were about to be broken with the 
United States, Russia, or Britain. He was told to destroy all code and 
secret papers on hearing this message. 

Then on November 20 — ^Thanksgiving Day — ^Nomura and Kurusu 
handed me a new set of proposals from their Government which on their 
face were extreme. The intercepted message had apprised us of the fact 
that this was Japan’s final proposition. It was an ultimatum. 



78: Japan’s Ultimatum 

JAPAN’S LAST-WORD PROPOSAL, handed me by Ambas- 
sadors Nomura and Kurusu on November 20, in the nature of a temporary 
agreement or modus vivendi, was clearly unacceptable. In six points 
the Tokyo Government put conditions that would have assured Japan 
domination of the Pacific, placing us in serious danger for decades to 
come. 

These were: 

Japan and the United States to make no armed advance into any 
region in Southeast Asia and the Southwest Pacific area; 

Japan to withdraw her troops from Indo-China when peace was 
restored between Japan and China or an equitable peace was established 
in the Pacific area; 

Japan meantime to remove her troops from southern to northern 
Indo-China upon conclusion of the present agreement which would later 
be embodied in the final agreement; 

Japan and the United States to cooperate toward acquiring goods 
and commodities that the two countries needed in the Netherlands East 
Indies. 

Japan and the United States to restore their commercial relations to 
those prevailing prior to the freezing of assets, and the United States to 
supply Japan a required quantity of oil; 

The United States to refrain from such measures and actions as would 
prejudice endeavors for the restoration of peace between Japan and 
China. 

My associates and I subjected these points and their implications to 
minute study, but it required very little scrutiny to see that they were 
utterly unacceptable. 

The commitments we should have to make were virtually a surrender. 
We on our part ^ould have to supply Japan as much oil as she might 
require, suspend our freezing measures, and resume full commercial rela- 
tions with Tokyo. We should have to discontinue aid to China and with- 
draw our moral and material support from the recognized Chinese Gov- 
ernment of Chiang Kai-shek. We should have to help Japan obtain prod- 
ucts of the Netherlands East Indies. We should have to cease augmenting 
our military forces in the western Pacific. 
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Japan, on her part, would still be free to continue her military opera- 
tions in China, to attack the Soviet Union, and to keep her troops in 
northern Indo-China until peace was effected with China. There was no 
limit on the troops Japan could send into Indo-China. Her willingness to 
withdraw her troops from southern Indo-China to northern Indo-China 
was meaningless because those troops could return within a day or two. 
Japan thus clung to her vantage point in Indo-China which threatened 
countries to the south and vital trade routes. 

The President and I could only conclude that agreeing to these 
proposals would mean condotiement by the United States of Japan’s past 
aggressions, assent to future courses of conquest by Japan, abandonment 
of the most essential principles of our foreign policy, betrayal of China 
and Russia, and acceptance of the role of silent partner aiding and abet- 
ting Japan in her effort to create a Japanese hegemony over the western 
Pacific and eastern Asia. 

Acceptance of Japan’s proposals would have placed her in a com- 
manding position later to acquire control of the entire western Pacific 
area. It would have destroyed our chances of asserting and maintaining 
our rights and interests in the Pacific It would have meant abject sur- 
render of our position under intimidation. And, in final analysis, it would 
have meant a most serious threat to our national security. 

Although Japan’s proposals were of so preposterous a character that 
no responsible American official could ever have dreamed of accepting 
them, I felt I should not be too sharp in my reactions, and should avoid 
giving the Japanese any pretext to walk out of the conversations. 

After Nomura read me Japan’s proposals on November 20, I said 
I wanted to make a few comments but these were not directed specifically 
to the proposals, to which I would give sympathetic study, ^^^^pan,” I 
said, ‘^has it in her power at any moment to put an end to the present 
situation by deciding upon an all-out peaceful course. At any moment 
Japan could bring to an end what she chooses to call encirclement. We 
should like to have Japan develop public opinion in favor of a peaceful 
course.” 

Kurusu said that, if we could alleviate the situation by accepting a 
proposal such as the Japanese Government had just made, it would help 
develop public opinion. 

I asked the two Ambassadors what they thought would be the public 
reaction in the United States if we were to announce tomorrow that we 
had decided to discontinue aid to Great Britain. There was no reply. ‘Tn 
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the minds of the American people/’ I continued, “the purposes underlying 
our aid to China are the same as the purposes underlying aid to Great 
Britain. The American people beheve there is a partnership between 
Hitler and Japan aimed at enabling Hitler to take charge of one half of 
the world and Japan the other half. The fact of the Tripartite Alliance 
and the continual harping by Japanese leaders upon slogans of the Nazi 
type such as ^new order in East Asia’ and ‘co-prosperity sphere’ serve 
to strengthen the public in their belief. What is therefore needed is a mani- 
festation by Japan of a clear purpose to pursue peaceful courses.” 

The following day Ambassador Kurusu came alone to see me and 
handed me a formula that he said clarified Japan’s obligations under the 
Tripartite Alliance. This merely recited Kurusu’s personal interpretation, 
given from his viewpoint as the man who had signed the treaty for Japan. 
He declared that Japan herself could interpret her obligations under the 
Pact. 

I asked him whether he or Nomura had anything more to offer on 
the whole subject of a peaceful settlement. He replied that he had not. I 
said I did not think the paper he had handed me would be of any particu- 
lar help, and so dismissed it. 

After this visit from Kurusu and his statement that he had nothing 
more to offer on the subject of a peaceful settlement, I redoubled, in 
conversations with individuals in authority in Washington — ^among them 
Admiral Stark — my warnings that Japan might attack at any time. 

On the same day the Dutch Government informed us that a Japanese 
force had arrived near Palau, the nearest point in the Japanese Mandated 
Islands to the heart of the Netherlands East Indies. We had also received 
reports from our consuls at Hanoi and Saigon concerning extensive new 
landings of Japanese troops and equipment in Indo-China. The zero hour 
was approaching. 

Diplomatically the situation was virtually hopeless. We on our part, 
however, wanted to exhaust aU means to find a peaceful solution and to 
avert or delay war. Secretary of War Stimson, Secretary of the Navy 
Knox, the Chief of Staff, General Marshall, and the Chief of Naval 
Operations, Admiral Stark, with whom I^was in constant contact, pleaded 
for more time in which to prepare American resistance. On the other hand, 
Japan was calling for a showdown. We stood firmly for our principles; the 
Japanese were unyielding and intimidating in their demands. 

As I went over the pc^sibilities with the President and with my asso- 
ciates, following the presentation of the Japanese take-it-or-take-the- 
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consequences proposal of November 20, it seemed to us we had one of 
three possible choices as a next step. 

We might make no immediate reply, whereupon the Japanese war 
lords could convince their people that we would not offer any alternative. 

Or we might reject the Japanese proposal, whereupon the same war 
lords could use this as a pretext for making war. 

Or we might try to present a reasonable counter proposal. 

We chose the third. 

As we sought to prepare our counter proposals on November 21 and 
22, we drafted a possible modus vivendi, or temporary agreement, to which 
would be attached the outline of a permanent agreement. The modus 
vivendi, to last for three months — the President originally wanted it for 
six months — ^would tide us over while conversations continued on the 
general agreement. 

I realized that there was very little possibility that the Japanese 
would accept a modus vivendi except such as they had proposed on 
November 20. But even if they refused it our presentation of a modus 
vivendi would at least show our interest in peace to the last, and would 
further expose the Japanese determination to make war. On the other 
hand, if by some good chance they accepted it three more months would 
have been gained for the Army’s and Navy’s preparations in case Japan 
attacked at the expiration of the temporary agreement. 

As it was finally drafted by our State Department experts and my- 
self, the modus vivendi provided for mutual pledges by both countries 
that their policies would be directed toward lasting peace. Neither country 
would advance farther in the Pacific area by military force or threat of 
force. 

Japan would withdraw her forces from southern Indo-China. She 
would reduce the total of her forces in northern Indo-China to 25,000 — 
the number there on July 26, 1941. Here we reasserted that this provi- 
sion did not prejudice our position that there should be no foreign troops 
in that area. 

On our part, we would permit limited resumption of certain cate- 
gories of trade with Japan, Imports from Japan would be freely permitted, 
the proceeds from which would go into a clearing account to be used for 
the purchase of exports from the United States. There could be exported 
from the United States raw cotton to the value of $600,000 per month; 
petroleum solely for civilian use, the amount to be determined after con- 
sultation with the British and Dutch; and food and medical supplies, 
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subject to limitations on commodities in short supply in the United 
States. Japan would modify her existing freezing and export restrictions. 
Our exports could be increased, and further commodities added, by agree- 
ment between the two Governments if it appeared that the operation 
of the modus vivendi furthered the solution of their other problems. 

The United States would urge Australia, Britain, and The Nether- 
lands to take similar measures. 

We also affirmed our fundamental position that any settlement be- 
tween Japan and China should be based upon the principles of peace, 
law, order, and justice. 

At the same time we worked on an outline of a ten-point peace settle- 
ment to accompany the modus vivendi. In general, my associates and I 
had reached a stage of clutching at straws to save the situation. We 
groped for anything that might offer any possibility for keeping serious 
conversations going. The Department’s Far Eastern experts had drafted 
a proposed outline of settlement on November ii, which I went over word 
for word. This was drawn up with a view to keeping the conversations 
going — ^and thus gaining time — and also, if accepted, to serving as the 
basis for an eventual comprehensive settlement. Secretary Morgenthau 
sent me a further draft written in his Department. Although this was a 
further example of what seemed to me to be the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury’s persistent inclination to try to function as a second Secretary of 
State, some of its points were good and were incorporated in our final 
draft. 

I called in the British and Chinese Ambassadors and the Netherlands 
and Australian Ministers on November 22 and went over with them in 
detail the Japanese proposal of November 20 and our own proposed 
modus vivendi as a substitute therefor. The envoys were in general agree- 
ment that it was more desirable to submit a substitute proposal than to 
reply specifically to the Japanese proposal, section for section. 

Each of the representatives seemed well pleased with our modus 
vivendi, except Hu Shih. He was somewhat disturbed, as he always was 
when anything concerning China arose not entirely to his way of thinking 
—which reaction was very natural. He was not seriously concerned, how- 
ever, in view of the provision in our proposed modus vivendi which by 
limiting Japanese forces in Indo-China to 25,000 troops would preclude 
a Japanese attempt to seize the Burma Road. 

Hu Shih inquired whether the modus vivendi would commit the Japa- 
nese not to invade China further during the coming three months. I 
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replied in the negative, adding that this was a question to be decided under 
the permanent agreement to which we were giving attention. 

I made it clear that there was probably not one chance in three that 
the Japanese would accept our modus vivendi, even though we provided 
that the temporary arrangement would constitute a part of the general 
conversations looking toward a basic agreement. 

An intercepted message from Tokyo to Nomura and Kurusu on that 
day, November 22, confirmed my belief. This message extended the dead 
line from November 25 to 29, After that, war. “Stick to our fixed policy 
and do your very best,’^ it said. “Spare no effort, and try to bring about 
the solution we desire. There are reasons beyond your ability to guess 
why we wanted to settle Japanese-American relations by the 25th; but 
if within the next three or four days you can finish your conversatioijis 
with the Americans, if the signing can be completed by the 29th (let me 
write it out for you — twenty-ninth), if the pertinent notes can be ex- 
changed, if we can get an understanding with Great Britain and The 
Netherlands, and in short if everything can be finished, we have decided 
to wait until that date. This time we mean it, that the dead line absolutely 
cannot be changed. After that things are automatically going to happen.” 

It was in the shadow of that phrase — ^“after that things are auto- 
matically going to happen” — ^that we labored desperately during the next 
two weeks, striving to the last for peace or at least more time. 

A few hours after my conversation with the British, Chinese, Austra- 
lian, and Dutch envoys, Nomura and Kurusu called at my apartment. It 
was almost unreal to see these representatives come to my home smiling, 
courteous, and outwardly friendly. It was a strain to talk to them in the 
same tone and on the same level, knowing what I did of Japan’s nefarious 
pl£ins from the intercepted messages, and knowing that Nomura and 
Kurusu had the same information. There they sat, bowing agreeably, 
Nomura sometimes giggling, Kurusu often showing his teeth in a grin, 
while through their minds must have raced again and again the thought 
that, if we did not say Yes to Japan’s demands, their Government in a 
few days would launch new aggressions that sooner or later would 
inevitably bring war with the United States and death to thousands or 
miUions of men, 

I informed the Ambassadors of my conversation with the four envoys 
earlier in the day. I said the envoys had the same kind of misgivings that 
had troubled me in the course of my conversations with Nomura. I re- 
ferred to the position in which the Japanese Government had left Nomura 
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and me in July when it made its move into Indo-China. I referred also 
to the mounting oil purchases by Japan in the spring while our conversa- 
tions were in progress, to the fact that I had endured public criticism for 
permitting those shipments because I did not wish to prejudice a success- 
ful outcome of our conversations, and to the fact that the oil was not used 
for normal civilian consumption, 

“The Japanese press,’’ I said, “which is adopting a threatening tone, 
gives me no encouragement. No Japanese statesmen are talking about a 
peaceful course, whereas in the American press advocacy of such a course 
can always get a hearing. Why doesn’t some Japanese statesman back up 
you Ambassadors by preaching peace? If we and other countries should 
see Japan coming along a peaceful course there would be no question 
about Japan’s obtaining all the materials she desired — ^and the Japanese 
Government knows that.” 

I told the Ambassadors that, while no decisions were reached that 
day on the Japanese proposals, I felt we would consider helping Japan 
out on oil for civilian requirements only when the Japanese Government 
asserted control in Japan over the policy of force and conquest. 

Kurusu quoted a comment Foreign Minister Togo had made to Am- 
bassador Grew, that we seemed to expect that all the concessions should 
be made by Japan. 

“The United States,” I remarked, “has remained frc«n the first in the 
middle of the road. It is the Japanese who strayed away from the course 
of law and order, and they should not have to be paid to come back to a 
lawful course.” 

Kurusu said that our denunciation of the commercial treaty had 
placed Japan in a tight corner. 

“Japan cornered herself,” I commented. I reminded them we had 
been preaching for nine years that militarism was sapping everybody, 
and that if the world were to be plunged into another war there would 
not be much left of people anywhere. I recalled that I had told Japanese 
, Ambassador Saito in 1934 that Japan was planning an overlordship in 
East Asia. I added that I had tried to persuade Hitler that his participa- 
tion in a peaceful course would assure him of what he needed. 

“It’s a pity,” I said, “that Japan cannot do just a few small peaceful 
things to help tide over the situation.” 

Kurusu asked what I meant. 

“A peaceful movement could be started in thirty or forty days by 
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moving gradually,” I replied, ‘‘and yet Japan all at once pushes every- 
thing she wants into her proposal.” 

Nomura explained that Japan needed a quick settlement, and that 
its psychological value would be great. 

I said I was discouraged, that I felt I had made a real contribution 
when I called in the four envoys, but that I could go only a certain dis- 
tance, I pointed to the fact that Japan's demand that we cease aiding 
China would effectually prevent us from successfully extending our good 
offices for a peace settlement between Japan and China. 

This was Saturday night. As Nomura and Kurusu pressed me for an 
answer to their document of November 20 , 1 said that if Japan could not 
wait until Monday before getting my answer there was nothing I could 
do about it, since I was obliged to confer again wdth the representatives of 
the other Governments after they had consulted their Foreign Offices. 
Nomura said they would be quite ready to wait until Monday. 

I called Lord Halifax, Dr. Hu Shih, Australian Minister Casey, and 
Dutch Minister Loudon back to my office on Monday November 24, and 
handed them copies of the latest draft of our proposed modus vivendi. 
They spent an hour reading it and taking notes to cable to their Govern- 
ments. 

Hu Shih objected to more than 5,000 Japanese troops being left in 
Indo-China. I said that General Marshall a few minutes before had ex- 
pressed to me his opinion that 25,000 troops would be no menace. 

“While my Government,” I said, “does not recognize the right of 
Japan to keep a single soldier in Indo-China, we are striving to reach 
this proposed temporary agreement primarily because the heads of our 
Army and Navy often emphasize to me that time is the all-important 
question for them, and that they must be more fully prepared to deal 
effectively with a possible outbreak by Japan. It must be admitted that 
there are real possibilities that such an outbreak may soon occur — any 
day after this week— unless a temporary arrangement is effected that will 
cause the agitated state of public opinion to become more quiet and 
thereby make it niore practicable to continue the conversations for a gen- 
eral settlement” 

As Hu Shih continued to dwell on the possibility of reducing to 
5,000 the 2*5,000 Japanese allowed to remain in Indo-China, I pointed out 
the great advantage it would be to our five countries to have Japan 
committed to a peaceful course for three months. Each of them would 
have additional time in which to make further preparations. 
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The envoys seemed gratified at the thought, but they seemed to be 
thinking of the advantages to be derived from the modus vivendi with- 
out being willing to make concessions in return. 

Finally I discovered that none of their Governments except the 
Netherlands had given them instructions relative to the modus vivendi. 

‘‘Each of your Governments/’ I said bluntly, “has a more direct in- 
terest in the defense of that area of the world than this country; yet at 
the same time they expect this country, in case of a Japanese outbreak, 
to be ready to move in a military way and take the lead in defending 
the entire area. But your Governments, through some preoccupation in 
other directions, do not seem to know anything about this matter under 
discussion. I am definitely disappointed at this unexpected development, 
at their lack of interest and lack of disposition to cooperate.” 

They said nothing except the Netherlands Minister, who stated that 
his Government would support our modus vivendi. I then indicated I was 
not sure I would present it to Nomura without knowing anything about 
the views of the other Governments. 

On that same day, November 24, an intercepted message from Togo 
to Nomura stated that the dead line of November 29 set in a previous 
message was in Tokyo time. The sword of Damocles that hung over our 
heads was therefore attached to a clockwork set to the hour. 

That day, too, President Roosevelt cabled, through the State De- 
partment, a message to Prime Minister Churchill explaining our proposed 
modus vivendi and concluding:' “I am not very hopeful, and we must all 
be prepared for real trouble, possibly soon.” 

The reaction to the modus vivendi from China was violent. Chiang 
Kai-shek himself sent cables of protest to Churchill and to his brother-in- 
law in Washington, T. V. Soong, asking the latter to hand the message 
to Secretaries Stimson and Knox. In these cables he said that any relaxa- 
tion of our economic restrictions against Japan would lead to a collapse 
of Chinese morale and the Chinese Army. 

Dr. Hu Shih called on me on November 25 to hand me a note from 
Chinese Foreign Minister Quo Tai-chi. This said that Chiang Kai-shek 
showed ^‘rather strong reaction” when given Hu Shih’s cable recounting 
our conversation of November 22 concerning the modus vivendi. The 
Generalissimo got the impression, the note added, that the United States 
Government was putting the Chinese question to one side in its conversa- 
tions with Japan, instead of seeking a solution, and was inclined to appease 
Japan at the expense of China. 
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Dr. Hu Shih virtually apologized as he handed me the note, saying 
that the Generalissimo was not so well acQuainted with the broad inter- 
national aspects of the Japanese conversations as they related to other 
countries; hence his opposition to the modus vivendi. 

I pointed out to the Ambassador that the proposed modus vivendi was 
really a part and parcel of our efforts to carry forward our general con- 
versations with Japan, and repeated the statement of our military heads 
that they needed more time to prepare their defenses in the Pacific, 

I remarked that the Generalissimo and Madame Chiang Kai-shek 
had recently almost flooded Washington with long, strong cables telling 
us how extremely dangerous was the Japanese threat to attack the Burma 
Road through Indo-China and appealing loudly for aid. 

'Tractically the first thing this preset proposal of the President 
and mine does,” I said, “is to require the great majority of Japanese troops 
to be taken out of Indo-China and thereby to protect the Burma Road 
from what Chiang Kai-shek said was an imminent danger. Now Chiang 
Kai-shek ignores this situation, which we have taken care of for him, 
and inveighs loudly against another matter — the release of certain com- 
modities to Japan corresponding to the progress made in our general 
conversations. He also overlooks the fact that our proposal would relieve 
for ninety days the menace of Japan in Indo-China to the whole South 
Pacific area, including Singapore, the Netherlands East Indies, Australia, 
the Philippines, and the rubber and tin trade routes.” 

I informed Hu Shih that one of our leading admirals had stated 
to me that the limited amount of more or less inferior oil products we 
might let Japan have during that period would not increase Japanese war 
and naval strength to any appreciable extent. 

Hu Shih said he would give his Government a fuller explanation that 
he hoped might relieve the situation. 

At about the same time Lord Halifax also called to hand me a memo- 
randum containing his Government's lukewarm approval of the modus 
vivendi, with some exceptions. Foreign Secretary Eden said his Govern- 
ment had complete confidence in my handling of the negotiations, and 
I was in the best position to judge which tactics to follow. But he objected 
to letting Japan have any oil, and he wanted Japan to remove all her 
troops from Indo-China and to suspend operations in China. 

“It's impossible,” I commented to Halifax, “not to let the Japanese 
have some oil for strictly civilian use, if we, in turn, are to secure the 
tremendously valuable commitment by the Japanese not to move on any 



japan's ultimatum 

aggressive course outside of China proper during the next three months.'^ 
I remarked to Halifax, as I had to Hu Shih, on the great advantage to 
China in that our modus vivendi would obviate Japan's invading Quna 
through Indo-China, 

I also pointed out the utter impracticability of requesting a suspen- 
sion of further military advances in China, in addition to the other as- 
surances we were requesting. 

When Halifax suggested that the upper limit of 25,000 we had placed 
on the number of Japanese troops to remain in Indo-China be reduced 
in our draft, I said we would do the best jrt could, but that our Army 
and Navy experts felt that 25,000 Japanese soldiers in Northern Indo- 
China would not be a menace to the Burma Road, and that even double 
that number would not be a serious menace. 

I delivered a warning to the War Council meeting at the White 
House that day, November 25, emphasizing as fully as I could the immi- 
nent danger confronting us from Japan. The War Council con^sted of the 
President, the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy, the Chief of Staff, 
and the Chief of Naval Operations. Convening once each week or at the 
call of the President, who presided over it in his oval office, it was a sort 
of clearinghouse for all the information and views we had under discussion 
with our respective contacts and in our respective circles. It was one 
further step in solidifying the top-level officials in these three Depart- 
ments with the White House. 

The War Council coordination was in addition to numerous other 
activities of a similar nature, including frequent conferences among the 
Secretaries of the three Departments held on Tuesday mornings in my 
office, and among numerous groups of lower rank. We already were quickly 
exchanging every item of pertinent information that came to any of our 
respective Departments either individually or officially. This exchange was 
taking place at called conferences among officials representing each De- 
partment, at regular meetings among them at frequent intervals, at meet- 
ings in our respective homes, and in the Cabinet sessions. There were like- 
wise brief but important exchanges at dinners, receptions, and like oc- 
casions, even though we three Secretaries attended very few of them. In 
consequence of this continuous interchange of information I did not secure 
at the meetings of the War Council much information that seemed to be 
new. Our meetings were mostly exchanges of views on the information 
that was coming in to us. 



io8o 


THE MEMOIRS OP CORDELL HULL 


At the meeting of November 25 I set forth that our relations with 
Japan were criticaL 

‘‘There is practically no possibility of an agreement being achieved 
with Japan,” I said. “It would be a mistake to assume that our conversa- 
tions are going to go on. 

“The Japanese are heavily armed, and they have been on this move- 
ment of conquest for a number of years, yoked hard and fast with Hitler 
most of the time. The Japanese are in control of the whole situation, we 
are not. We can only affect the movement of Japanese armies of invasion 
by surrendering the principles for which peace-loving nations, including 
ourselves, stand.” 

I then gave my opinion of what might happen. 

“The Japanese,” I said, “are likely to break out at any time with new 
acts of conquest by force. The question of safeguarding our national 
security lies in the hands of the Army and the Navy. 

“With due deference to the chiefs of our Army and Navy, I must 
express my judgment that any plan for our military defense should in- 
clude an assumption that the Japanese might make the element of sur- 
prise a central point in their strategy. They might attack at various points 
simultaneously with a view to demoralizing efforts of defense and of 
coordination for defense.” 

My statement that the question of safeguarding our national security 
lay in the hands of the Army and Navy did not imply that the State 
Department had relinquished its constitutional functions of continuing 
through diplomacy to try to preserve peace. I did not make, and could 
not have made in the light of what occurred, the statement later attributed 
to me that I had “washed my hands” of the matter. As long as there was 
the most microscopic possibility of peace, 1 intended to continue working 
toward that end, as the record shows. 

That evening I continued discussing with my associates whether to 
submit the modus vivendi to the Japanese. I kne^ there was but a very 
slight chance of Japan’s accepting it, but I was nevertheless very much in 
favor of presenting it because it would contribute to keeping the record 
clear. It would help emphasize for all time to come that we were doing 
everything we could to avoid war, and a Japanese rejection would serve 
more fully to expose their predetermined plan for conquest of the Orient. I 
was disappointed that the Chinese Government could not see this point of 
view, and that the British Government was only half-hearted in its sup- 
port. 
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During the night a cable came in for the President from Mr. Church- 
ill, commenting on our modus vivendi. Obviously influenced by Chiang 
Kai-shek’s cable to him, the Prime Minister wondered whether the Gen- 
eralissimo was not getting ‘‘rather meager rations” under the modus 
vivendi. China, he said, was the cause of his being anxious, and a Chinese 
collapse would hugely augment our common dangers. 

After talking this over again with the Far Eastern experts of the 
State Department, I came to the conclusion that we should cancel out 
the modus vivendi. Instead, we should preseigt to the Japanese solely the 
ten-point proposal for a general settlement to which originally the modus 
vivendi would have been in the nature of an introduction. 

Although the modus vivendi proposal contained only a little “chicken 
feed” in the shape of cotton, oil, and a few other commodities in very 
limited quantities, as compared with the unlimited quantities the Japa- 
nese demanded, it was manifest that there would be widespread opposition 
from American public opinion to supplying Japan even limited quantities 
of oil. The Chinese were violently opposed, the other interested govern- 
ments either unfavorable or lukewarm. Their cooperation would have 
been essential. 

The slight prospect of Japan's agreeing to the modus vivendi there- 
fore did not warrant assuming the risks involved in proceeding with it, 
especially the risk of collapse of Chinese morale and resistance, and even 
of disintegration in China. 

The Japanese were charging us with encircling them. On the other 
hand, others were charging that we were about to “appease” Japan. It 
therefore seemed to me important to restate the fundamentals by handing 
Japan the ten-point draft of a basic agreement. 

We could offer Japan once more what we offered all countries — a, sug- 
gested program of collaboration along peaceful and mutually beneficial, 
progressive lines. It had always been open to Japan to accept that kind 
of program. She could still do so, if she wished. Our hope that she would 
so decide had been virtually extinguished, yet I felt it desirable to make 
this further effort, in the form of an outline for a broad but simple settle- 
ment to be worked out in future conversations. I believed that no effort, 
even as the clock moved toward zero hour, should be spared to test and 
exhaust every method of peaceful settlement. 

Accordingly I prepared and signed a memorandum that I took to 
the President at the White House early on November 26, and read to him. 
Its conclusion was: 
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^* Tti view of the opposition of the Chinese Government and either the 
half-hearted support or the actual opposition of the British, the Nether- 
lands, and the Australian Governments, and in view of the wide publicity 
of the opposition and of the additional opposition that will naturally fol- 
low through utter lack of an understanding of the vast importance and 
value otherwise of the modus vivendi, without in any way departing from 
my views about the wisdom and the benefit of this step to all the coun- 
tries opposed to the aggressor nations who are interested in the Pacific 
area, I desire very earnestly^to recommend that at this time I call in the 
Japanese Ambassadors and hand them a copy of the comprehensive basic 
proposal for a general peaceful settlement, and at the same time withhold 
the modus vivendi proposal.” 

The President promptly agreed. 

That afternoon Ambassadors Nomura and Kurusu called at the State 
Department, and I handed them copies of our basic proposal. Japan at 
that very time, as we knew later, had already put her naval forces in 
motion for the attack on Pearl Harbor. 
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TH£ PROPOSAL I handed Ambassadors Nomura and Kurusu 
on November 26 was an honest efiorf to keep our conversations going, 
with the forlorn hope that even at this ultimate minute a little common 
sense noi^t filter into the military minds in Tokyo. 

It consisted of two documents. One contained our proposals, and the 
other explained them. The pioposals document comprised two sections, 
the first of which outlined a mutual declaration of policy. This contained 
affirmations that the national policies of the United States and Japan were 
directed toward p^ce in the Pacific, that the two countries had no terri- 
torial or aggressive designs, and that they would base their foreign 
policies upon certain fundamental principles of peace. It also provided for 
mutual pledges to support liberal economic principles based upon non- 
discrimination in international commercial relations and upon equality of 
commercial opportunity and treatment. 

In the second section we made ten proposals. Nine were for mutual 
commitments. These embraced: 

A multilateral nonaggression pact among the Govemmmits principally 
concerned in the Pacific; 

An agreement among the principally interested Governments to re- 
spect the territorial integrity of Indo-China and equality of economic 
opportunity therein; 

No support of any Government in China other than the National 
Government (Chiang Kai-shek) ; 

Relinquishment of extraterritorial rights in China; 

A trade agreement between the United States and Japan on liberal 
lines; 

Removed of freeang measures; 

Stabilization of the doUar-yen rate; 

An agreement not to interpret any agreesnent whidi either country 
had concluded with any third Power or Powers in such a way as to conflict 
with the fundamental purpose of the proposed basic accord (this had refer- 
ence to the Tripartite Pact) ; - 

The United States and Japan to use their influence to cause other 
Govenunents to accept and apply the principles set forth in our proposed 
agreement. 

The one unilateral cormnifinent was that Japan would withdraw her 
armed forces from China and Indo-China. 

1083 
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In the explanatory statement accompanying these proposals, I stated 
that the Japanese proposals of November 20 contained some features 
that wouid not be likely to contribute to the objective we had sought in 
our conversations. We therefore suggested that a further effort be made to 
resolve the divergencies between the two Governments, for which purpose 
we were offering the attached propbsals. 

The document I handed Nomura and Kurusu was essentially a 
restatement of principles that had long been basic in United States foreign 
policy. Our ten points embodied at least five that the Japanese would 
have found to their distinct benefit had they accepted them. Among these 
were the removal of all freezing measures, a trade agreement between the 
two countries, and the stabilization of the dollar-yen rate, which would 
have bolstered the slipping yen. There was nothing in the memorandum 
that any peaceful nation pursuing a peaceful course would not have been 
delighted to accept. 

We offered this proposal to Japan as one practical example of a pro- 
gram to be discussed. It did not rule out other practical examples that 
either Government was free to offer. It did not foreclose further conversa- 
tions, but on the contrary expressly invited them. 

In view of Japan’s refusal throughout our conversations to abandon 
her policy of conquest and domination, I felt there was scant likelihood 
of her accepting our plan. But I also felt it was the task of statesmanship 
to leave no possibility for peace unexplored, no matter how slight. 

Later on, Japanese propaganda — especially after Japan had begun to 
suffer serious defeats — ^tried to distort our memorandum of November 26 
by calling it an “ultimatum,” This was in line with a well known Japanese 
characteristic of utilizing completely false pretexts to delude their people 
and gain their support for military depredations. 

At the very moment I handed our proposals to the Japanese Am- 
bassadors, the Tokyo Government’s military preparations for launching 
widespread attacks throughout the Pacific were nearing completion. The 
Japanese fleet was already steaming toward Pearl Harbor. It was Tokyo 
that intended to attack if the negotiations failed — not Washington. We 
had no plans iac an attack on Japan. Japan was prepared for war in 
the Pacific, we were not. We wanted peace. We wanted nothing to in- 
terrupt the flow of our aid to Britain, Russia, and other Allies resisting 
Hitlerism. It was Japan, not the United States, who took the offensive 
eleven days later and made war, not alone on the LFnited States who, she 
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said, had delivered an ultimatum, but also upon Great Britain, Australia, 
and The Netherlands. 

Nomura and Kurusu themselves recognized that the responsibility 
for a rupture with us would be Japan’s, and in a message to Tokyo on 
that same day, November 26, which our Army and Navy intercepted and 
decoded, suggested an attempt be made to shift that responsibility. 
^^Should we,” they said, “during the course of these conversations, de- 
liberately enter into our scheduled operations, there is great danger that 
the responsibility for the rupture of negotiations will be cast upon us. 
There have been times in the past when she [the United States] could 
have considered discontinuing conversations because of our invasion of 
French Indo-China. Now, should we, without clarifying our intentions, 
force a rupture in our negotiations and suddenly enter upon independent 
operations, there is great fear that she may use such a thing as that as 
counter propaganda against us.” 

When I handed our proposals to Nomura and Kurusu at the State 
Department I remarked to them that our proposed agreement would make 
practical measures of financial cooperation possible. These, I said, had not 
been referred to in the outline for fear they might give rise to misunder- 
standing. What I had in mind was a loan to Japan that would render 
even more unreasonable any economic pressure excuse she might advance 
for going to war. 

Kurusu spoke disparagingly of our proposals. He objected to our 
proposal for a multilateral nonaggression pact on the ground that the 
Japanese Government had had bitter experience with international organi- 
zations. He did not see how it could agree to “take off its hat to Chiang 
Kai-shek” and withdraw its troops from China. 

I asked whether the matter could not be worked out. 

Kurusu rej'oined that when they reported our answer to their Gov- 
ernment it would be likely “to throw up its hands.” 

I suggested that the Ambassadors study the documents carefully 
before discussing them further, and added that our proposal was as far as 
we could go. 

Referring to the oil question, I said that public feeling was acutely 
opposed to permitting oil to go freely to Japan. “Japan,” I remarked, 
“does not know what tremendous injury she is doing to us by keq)ing 
immobilized so many forces in countries neighboring Indo-China. Japanese 
troops in Indo-China, menacing the countries to the south and west, affect 
our direct interests.” 
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Kurusu said it would be difficult for Japan to renounce her support 
of Wang Ching-wei, the puppet '^ruler’' at Nanking. 

“Chiang Kai-shek/’ I replied, ^‘has made an outstanding contribu- 
tion in bringing out national spirit in China. The Nanking regime has not 
asserted itself in a way that would impress the world.” 

Kurusu agreed with what I had said about Chiang, but observed 
that the standing of the Nanking regime was a matter of opinion. 

He said further that he felt that our response to their proposals of 
November 20 meant the end, and asked whether we were not interested in 
a modus vivendi. 

I replied that we had explored that point. 

Kurusu asked whether it was because the other powers would not 
agree. 

I answered simply that I had done my best in the way of explora- 
tion. 

The following day, November 27 , 1 accompanied Nomura and Kurusu 
to the White House for a conference with the President. Previously I had 
gone over with Mr. Roosevelt what were likely to be the points of dis- 
cussion. 

Nomura said they were disappointed over the failure of an agreement 
on a modus vivendi. 

The President said that we appreciated the efforts of the peace 
dement in Japan, that most people in the United States wanted a peaceful 
solution in the Pacific, and that he did not give up yet, although the 
situation was serous and this fact should be recognized. 

He then made three main points that we had sketched out in advance. 
The first was our disappointment that during the course of our important 
conversations Japanese leaders had continued to express opposition to the 
fundamental principles of peace and order that constituted the central 
spirit of the conversations. 

The second was that we had been very patient in dealing with the 
whole Far Eastern situation and were prepared to continue to be patient 
if Japan’s course of action permitted. 

The third was our conviction that Japan’s own best interests would 
not be served by following Hitlerism and courses of aggression. 

I held a lengthy background press conference on that day, November 
27, at which I comprehensively outlined to American correspondents the 
status of our discussions with the Japanese, in order to emphasize to the 
American public, through the press and radio, that the situation was 
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dangerous. I said we were straining heaven and earth to work out under- 
standings that might mitigate the situation before it got out of hand — ^in 
charge, as it substantially was, of Japanese military extremists. But I 
stressed the fact that Japanese reenforcements were pouring into Indo- 
China, and that a Japanese attack might come within a few days. 

General Marshall and Admiral Stark sent a memorandum to the 
President that same day, with a copy to me, in which they pleaded for 
more time, particularly because of the reenforcements en route or destined 
for the Philippines. They recommended meantime that military counter- 
action be considered only if Japan attacked or directly threatened United 
States, British, or Dutch territory. I was again in full accord with their 
recommendations. Generally, the eight months of conversations we had 
held with the Japanese involved gaining time. There was no conflict 
between this objective and our intensive efforts to persuade the Japanese 
to pursue policies of peace. We wanted peace with Japan; but if we could 
not have peace, then we needed time. 

At the War Council meeting on the following day I went over the 
November 26 proposal I had handed to the Japanese Ambassadors. 

“There is practically no possibility of an agreement being achieved 
with Japan,” I said. 

I repeated what I had said at the War Coxmcil meeting three days 
before, that in my opinion the Japanese were likely to break out at any 
timo with new acts of conquest, and that the matter of safeguarding our 
securf^ was in the hands of the Army and Navy. I reemphasized 
that our Army and Navy authorities should include in their calculations 
the ggg^mptinn that the Japanese might noake surprise attacks at various 
points simultaneously. 

An ominous indication of what was coming appeared in an intercepted 
message from Foreign Minister Togo to Nomura and Kurusu that day. 
This said that the negotiations with us would be ruptured. “However,” it 
went on, “I do not wish you to give the impression that the negotiations 
are broken off. Merely say to them that you are awaiting instructions, 
and that, although the opinions of your Government are not yet clear to 
you, to your own way of thinking the Imperial Government has alwa}^ 
made just claims and has borne great saciifices for the sake of peace in 
the Pacific.” 

In other words, the second phase of Kurusu’s mission was at hand. 
The first had been to push us into accepting Japan’s overlordship in the 
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Orient. That having failed, the second was to lull us with talk until the 
moment the Japanese military were ready to strike. 

On November 28 the President left for Warm Springs, Georgia, for 
a rest. 

To Lord Halifax, who came to see me on November 29, I stated for 
the benefit* of his Government my view that the danger from Japan hung 
just over our heads, 

‘^The diplomatic part of our relations with Japan,” I said, ‘‘is virtu- 
ally over. The matter will now go to the officials of the Army and Navy, 
with whom I have talked, and to whom I have given my views for what- 
ever they are worth. 

“It will be a serious mistake for our country and other countries 
interested in the Pacific situation to make plans of resistance without 
including the possibility that Japan may move suddenly and with every 
possible element of surprise. They must envisage that Japan will spread 
out over considerable areas and capture certain positions and posts before 
the peaceful countries interested in the Pacific have time to confer and 
formulate plans to meet these new, conditions. My theory is that the 
Japanese recognize that their course of unlimited conquest, now renewed 
ail along the line, probably is a desperate gamble and requires the utmost 
boldness and risk.” 

1 remarked to the Ambassador that a calm, deliberate Japanese 
Government would more than ever desire to wait another thirty days to 
see whether the German Army was driven out of Russia by winter. 

“But,” I continued, “the extremist fire-eating elements in Japan, who 
have preached a general forward movement supported by the Army and 
Navy, have influenced a vast portion of the Japanese public to clamor 
for such a movement. They would probably take no serious notice of the 
Russian-German situation, but go forward in this desperate undertaking 
that they have advocated for some time. 

“At least it would be a mistake not to consider this possibility as 
entirety real, rather than to assume that they would virtually halt and 
engage in some movements in Thailand and against the Burma Road while 
awaiting the results on the Russian front.” 

1 think Halifax had his reservations on this last point. 

He had come primarily to inquire as to the status of the proposed 
modus vivendi. This led me to remark that the mechanics for carr3dng on 
diplomatic relations among the Governments resisting aggression were so 
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complicated that it was nearly impossible to conduct them in a manner 
at all systematic, safe, and sound. 

I commented that Chiang Kai-shek had sent numerous hysterical 
cables to different Cabinet members outside the State Department, some- 
times even ignoring the President, and had projected himself into a deli- 
cate situation without a complete understanding of the facts. 

“When Churchill received Chiang’s loud protest about our modus 
vivendi,” I added, “it would have been better if he had sent Chiang a 
strong cable to brace up and fight with the same zeal as the Japanese and 
Germans were displaying. Instead, he passed the protest on to us without 
objection on his part, thereby virtually killing what we know were the 
individual views of the British Government toward these negotiations. 

“And Chiang on his part gave the Chinese people to understand that 
all the friendly countries were now striving primarily to protect themselves 
and to force an agreement between China and Japan. Every Chinese 
should have been given to understand that the best possible course was 
being pursued, and that this called for resolute fighting until the under- 
taking was consummated by peace negotiations that Japan in due course 
would be obliged to enter into with China.’^ 

Australian Minister Casey also came to me on November 29 and 
suggested that Australia would be glad to act as mediator between the 
United States and Japan. I answered that the diplomatic stage was over, 
and that nothing would come of a move of that kind. 

Later that day extracts were brought to me from explosive speeches 
Premier Tojo and Foreign Minister Togo were to deliver on November 30 
under the sponsorship of the Imperial Rule Assistance Association and the 
“Great Japan East Asia League.” Part of Tojo’s text read: 

“The fact that Chiang Kai-shek is dancing to the tune of Britain, 
America, and Communism at the expense of able-bodied and promising 
young men in his futile resistance against Japan is only due to the desire 
of Britain and the United* States to fish in the troubled waters of East 
Asia by pitting the East Asiatic peoples against each other and to grasp 
the hegemony of East Asia. . . • 

“For the honor and pride of mankind we must purge this sort of 
practice from East Asia with a vengeance.” 

After thinking this over, discussing it with our military authorities 
and our Far Eastern experts, and going over again the various reports we 
had been receiving on new Japanese movements in Indo-China, I tele- 
phoned the President at Warm Springs that night, November 29 . 1 empha- 
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sized the imminent danger of a Japanese attack and advised him to 
advance the date of his return to Washington. Mr. Roosevelt agreed. 

Lord Halifax came to me the following day, Sunday, with a memo- 
randiun from his Government telling us they had important information 
that Japan was about to attack Thailand, and that a Japanese sea-borne 
expedition would be sent to seize strategic points in the Kra Isthmus. 
The British were wondering whether to make a preventive occupation of 
the Kra Isthmus themselves. Halifax said he greatly desired to ascertain 
what the United States would do if the British should resist any Japanese 
attempt to establish a base on the Isthmus. I promised to take this up 
with the President upon his return. 

Mr. Roosevelt reached Washington on Monday morning December 
I. A short time before his arrival Nomura and Kurusu called on me at 
the State Department to ask why the President was returning to the 
Capital in advance of schedule. The Ambassadors obviously were wor- 
ried over the probability that the President’s rushing back to Washington 
conflicted with their instructions to keep us lulled with talk. I said that 
one of the reasons was the loud talk of the Japanese Prime Minister, 

A long conversation followed, during which we went over again, 
without progress, many of the points we had had under discussion. I 
pointed out that my Government had no idea of trying to bluff Japan, and 
I saw no occasion for Japan’s trying to bluff us. “There is a limit beyond 
which we cannot go,” I emphasized, “and one of these da}^ we may reach 
a point when we caimot keep on as we are.” 

Kurusu said his Government had directed him to inquire what was 
the ultimate aim of the United States in our conversations and to request 
us to make “deep reflection of this matter.” 

“The United States,” I commented, “would be glad to give Japan all 
she wants in the way of materials if Japan’s military leaders will only 
show that Japan intends to pursue a peaceful course. But we don’t propose 
to go into partnership widi these military leaders. I’ve not heard one 
whisper of peace from the Japanese military, only bluster and blood- 
curdling threats.” 

I emphasized again that we could not overlook Japan’s digging herself 
into Indo-China, the effect of which was to create an increasing menace 
to us and our friends, that we could not continue to take chances on the 
situgition, and that we would not allow ourselves to be kicked out of the 
Pacific. 

Kurusu tried to make a lame apology for the direct military mind of 
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the Japakiese Army and commented that Premier Tojo was in position to 
control the situation. 

“What possibility is there,” I asked, “for peace-minded people in 
Japan coming out and expressing themselves? I doubt whether anybody 
in Japan would be free to speak unless he preached conquest.” 

Nomura conunented that the Japanese people were not talking about 
conquest. 

“We all imderstand,” I said, “the implications of such terms as 
^controlling influence,’ ‘new order in East Asia,’ and ‘co-prosperity 
sphere.’ Hitler is' using similar terms as S3monyms for purposes of con- 
quest.” 

Kurusu asserted there was no similarity between Japan’s purposes 
and Hitler’s purposes. 

“There is no reason for conflict between the United States and 
Japan,” I also commented. “There is no real clash of interests. Japan does 
not have to use a sword to gain for herself a seat at the head of the table. 
Equality of opportunity, in our opinion, is the key to the future peace 
and prosperity of all nations.” 

I saw the President at the White House at noon, following his return, 
and went over the situation with him. We both agreed that, from all 
indications, a Japanese attack was in the immediate offing. When I in- 
formed him of Halifax’s inquiry about the Era Isthmus, he agreed to see 
Halifax about it. 

The President now had before him two draft messages, which I had 
sent him during his absence. One was a message to Congress, which 
Secretaries Stimson and Knox had helped me prepare, advising it of the 
imminent dangers in the situation. The other was a message to Emperor 
Hirohito of Japan, appealing for peace. 

This second message had been under discussion since October among 
those of us concerned with the Far East. 

In my memorandum to the President accompanying these drafts, I 
suggested: “If you should send this message to the Emperor it would be 
advisable to defer your message to Congress until we see whether the 
message to the Emperor effects any improvement in the situation. I think 
we agree that you will not send the message to Congress until the last 
stage of our relations, relating to actual hostility, has been reached.” 

I had two reasons for this last comment. One was that the message to 
Congress could contain very little that was new without giving the Japa- 
nese leaders material with which to arouse their people against us all the 
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more. The other was that the powerful isolationist groups still existing in 
Congress and in the United States might use it to renew their oft repeated 
charges of “warmongering” and “dragging the nation into foreign wars.” 
The Japanese military could then have played up the situation as evi- 
dencing disunity in the United States, thus encouraging the Japanese to 
support their plans for plunging ahead into war. 

I also was not in favor of the message to the Emperor, except as a 
last-minute resort, and I so informed the President. I felt that the Em- 
peror, in any event, was a figurehead under the control of the military 
Cabinet. A message direct to him would cause Tojo^s Cabinet to feel that 
they were being short-circuited and would anger them. Besides, I knew 
that the Japanese themselves did not make use of such means as a direct 
Presidential message. Normally they did not shift from a bold front to 
one of pleading until the situation with them was desperate. They would 
therefore regard the message as our last recourse and a sign of weakness. 

Since we were clutching at any means to give us more time, however, 
I placed both messages before the President to get his reaction. 

The President also had on his desk a cable from Prime Minister 
Churchill, dated November 30, suggesting that the United States and 
Britain give Japan an additional warning “that any further act of aggres- 
sion by Japan will lead immediately to the gravest consequences.” We 
felt it best, however, to hold up any such warning until we saw what the 
reaction would be to the President's message to the Emperor, if he sent it. 
Warnings by the major English-speaking nations might furnish material 
for the Japanese militarists’ propaganda about encirclement. 

I had before me an intercepted message from Tokyo to Berlin, dated 
November 30, instructing the Japanese Ambassador in Berlin to see Hitler 
and Ribbentrop. “Say very secretly to them,” it said, “that there is 
extreme danger that war may suddenly break out between the Anglo- 
Saxon nations and Japan through some clash of arms, and add that the 
time of the breaking out of this war may come quicker than anyone 
dreams.” 

On December i I was ill and had to remain in my apartment. On 
that day the President, through Welles, gave a memorandum to Nomura 
and Kurusu asking their Government for an explanation of the continued 
Japanese troop movements into Indo-China. 

During the next two days I kept in close contact with the President 
and Secretaries Knox and Stimson, as well as with the Department’s Far 
Eastern experts. Additional information kept coming to us concerning 



Japanese jBeet and troop movements. Then on December 5 Nomura and 
Kurusu called at the State Department and handed me their Govern- 
ment’s reply to the President’s inquiry with regard to Japanese troops in 
French Indo-China. This was a specious statement, unworthy of a child’s 
intelligence, that Japanese 'reenforcements had been sent to Indo-China 
as a precaution against Chinese troops in neighboring China. “It seems,” 
the reply stated, “that an exaggerated report has been made of these 
movements.” 

After reading this note, I remarked to the Ambassadors that I had 
understood that Japan had been putting forces into northern Indo-China 
for the purpose of attacking China from there. “I have never heard 
before,” I added, “that Japan’s troop movements into northern Indo- 
China were for defense against Chinese attack. This is the first time I’ve 
known that Japan is on the defensive in Indo-China.” 

Nomura commented that the United States Government blamed 
Japan for her move into Indo-China, but that if Indo-China were con- 
trolled by other powers it would be a menace to Japan. 

“As you’re aware,” I replied, “we can solve matters without delay if 
only the Japanese Government will renounce courses of force and aggres- 
sion. We are not looking for trouble, but at the same time we are not 
running away from menaces.” 

Later that day Lord Halifax came to my apartment to say he had had 
a message from Foreign Secretary Eden. This set forth the British view 
that the time had now come for immediate ^cooperation with the Dutch 
East Indies for self-defense against Japan. I expressed my appreciation of 
this view. 

On the same day I wirelessed instructions to our diplomatic repre- 
sentatives in Tokyo and other points in the Far East concerning the 
destruction of codes, secret archives, passports, and the like, the closing 
of offices, and the severance of local employees, in the event of a sudden 
emergency cutting off communications with the Department. 

During the following day, December 6, numerous reports came to us 
that a Japanese fleet of thirty-five transports, eight cruisers, and twenty 
destroyers was moving from Indo-China toward the Kra Peninsula. I was 
in frequent contact throughout the day with Secretaries Knox and 
Stimson, discussing these reports. It seemed manifest to us that the long 
threatened Japanese movement of expansion by force to the south was 
under way. We and our friends were in imminent danger. 

In the Presid^it’s opinion the moment had now come to send his 
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message to the Emperor, He sent me a draft which mainly was the same 
as the one I had sent him the week before, but with some changes and 
additions of his own. I went over this with my associates and found 
several statements in it that seemed to require revision from the view- 
point of technical accuracy. These we changed, and sent the draft back 
to the White House. That evening Mr. Roosevelt sent it to me with no 
further changes, accompanied by this note: 

Deas Cosdeix: 

Shoot this to Grew — think it can ,go in gray code [our least secret 
code] — saves time — I don’t mind if it gets picked up. F. D. R. 

I sent it forward to Tokyo at nine o’clock that night. In it the Presi- 
dent said we had hoped that the peace of the Paafic could be consum- 
mated in such a way that many diverse peoples could exist side by sfde 
without fear of invasion^ that unbearable burdens of armaments could be 
lifted, and that all peoples would resume commerce without discrimina- 
tion against or in favor of any nation. 

Saying that the concentration of such large Japanese armed forces 
in Indo-China created a reasonable doubt of its defensive character, the 
President continued that the peoples of the Philippines, the Netherlands 
Indies, Malaya, and Thailand could not sit indefinitely “on a keg of 
dynamite” (his own phrase) . He concluded with the fervent hope that the 
Emperor might give thought to ways of dispelling the darkening clouds, 
and with the statement that both he and the Emperor had “a sacred duty 
to restore traditional amity and prevent further death and destruction in 
the world.” 

This message did not get to Ambassador Grew, or to the Emperor, 
before the Japanese struck at Pearl Harbor, 
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SUNDAY MORNING December 7, 1941, 1 went to my office, as 
I had done almost every Sunday since I entered the State Department in 
1933 . 1 first conferred with Far Eastern experts Hornbeck, Hamilton, and 
Ballantine, and then had a lengthy conference with Secretaries Stimson 
and Knox. The faces of my visitors were grim. From all our reports it 
appeared that zero hour was a matter of hours, perhaps minutes. 

During the morning I received a series of decoded intercepts consist- 
ing of fourteen parts of a long telegram from Foreign Minister Togo to 
Nomura and Kurusu. This was the answer to our proposals of November 
26. There was also a short message instructing the Ambassadors to present 
this to our Government, if possible to me, at one o’clock that afternoon. 
Here then was the zero hour. 

The Japanese note was little more than an insult. It said that our 
proposal “ignores Japan’s sacrifices in the four years of the China affair, 
menaces the' Empire’s existence itself, and disparages its honor and 
prestige.” It accused us of conspiring with Great Britain and other coun- 
tries “to obstruct Japan’s efforts toward the establishment of peace 
through the creation of a new order in East Asia.” It concluded by saying 
that, in view of the attitude of the American Government, the Japanese 
Government considered it impossible to reach an agreement through fur- 
ther negotiations. 

The note did not declare war. Neither did it break off diplomatic 
relations. Japan struck without such preliminaries. 

Toward noon Ambassador Nomura telephoned my office to ask for an 
appointment with me at one o’clock for himself and Kurusu. I granted his 
request. 

A few minutes after one, Nomura telephoned again to ask that the 
appointment be postponed until 1:45. I agreed. 

The Japanese envoys arrived at the Department at 2:05 and went to 
the diplomatic waiting room. At almost that moment the President tele- 
phoned me from the White House. His voice was steady but clipped. 

He said, “There’s a report that the Japanese have attacked Pearl 
Harbor” 

“Has the report been confirmed?” I asked. 

He said, “No.” 

. 1095 
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While each of us indicated his 'belief that the report was probably 
true, I suggested that he have it confirmed, having in mind my appomt- 
ment with the Japanese Ambassadors. 

With me in my office were Green H. Hackworth, Legal Adviser, and 
Joseph W. Ballantine who had been with me during most of my con- 
versations with the Japanese, I turned to them, saying: 

“The President has an unconfirmed report that the Japanese have 
attacked Pearl Harbor. The Japanese Ambassadors are waiting to see me. 
I know what they want. They are going to turn us down on our note of 
November 26. Perhaps^ they want to tell us that war has been declared. 
I am rather inclined not to see them.” 

As I thought it over, however, I decided that, since the President’s 
report had not been confirmed and there was one chance out of a hundred 
that it was not true, I would receive the envoys. After a brief discussion, 
Hackworth left the room, and Ballantine remained as I called for the 
Ambassadors. 

Nomura and Kurusu came into my office at 2:20. I received them 
coldly and did not ask them to sit down. 

Nomura diffidently said he had been instructed by his Government 
to deliver a document to me at one o’clock, but that difficulty in decoding 
the message had delayed him. He then handed me his Government’s note. 

I asked him why he had specified one o’clock in his first request for 
an interview. 

He replied that he did not know, but that was his instruction. 

I made a pretense of glancing through the note. I knew its contents 
already but naturally could give no indication of this fact. 

After reading two or three pages, I asked Nomura whether he had 
presented the document under instructions from his Government. 

He replied that he had. 

When I finished skimming the pages, I turned to Nomura and put 
my eye on him. 

“I must say,” I said, “that in all my conversations with you during 
the last nine months I have never uttered one word of untruth. This is 
borne out absolutely by the record. In all my fifty years of public service 
I have never seen a document that was more crowded with infamous 
falsehoods and distortions — infamous falsehoods and distortions on a 
scale so huge that I never imagined until today that any Government on 
this planet was capable of uttering them.” 

Nomura seemed about to say something. His face was impassive, but 
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I felt he was under great emotional strain. I stopped him with a motion 
of my hand. I nodded toward the door. The Ambassadors turned without 
a word and walked out, their heads down. 

I have seen it stated that I “cussed out” the Japanese envoys in rich 
Tennessee mountain language, but the fact is I told them exactly what I 
said above. No “cussing out” could have made it any stronger. 

Ballantine took notes of what I said. The moment the Ambassadors 
left, I called in a stenographer and dictated from memory what I had told 
them. This is the statement as issued to the press. 

Nomura’s last meeting with me was in keeping with the ineptitude 
that had marked his handling of the discussions irom the beginning. His 
Government’s intention, in instructing him to ask for the meeting at one 
o’clock, had been to give us their note a few minutes in advance of the 
attack at Pearl Harbor. Nomura’s Embassy had bungled this by its delay 
in decoding. Nevertheless, knowing the importance of a dead line set for 
a specific hour, Nomura should have come to see me precisely at one 
o’clock, even though he had in his hand only the first few lines of his note, 
leaving instructions with the Embassy to bring him the remainder as it 
became ready. 

It was therefore without warning that the Japanese struck at Pearl 
Harbor, more than an hour before Nomura and Kurusu delivered their 
note. 

I talked with the President on the telephone shortly after the Am- 
bassadors left my office, and repeated to him what' I had told them. He 
said he was pleased that I had spoken so strongly. By then he had received 
further reports on the attack at Pearl Harbor, 

Shortly after three o’clock I went to the White House, where I talked 
with the President and others for forty minutes. Mr. Roosevelt was very 
solemn in demeanor and conversation. The magnitude of the surprise 
achieved by the Japanese at Pearl Harbor was already becoming evident 
But neither he nor any of us lost faith for a moment in the ability of the 
United States to cope with the danger. 

We had a general discussion preparatory to a conference that the 
President decided to hold that evening with Stimson, Knox, myself. 
General Marshall, Admiral Stark, and other principal advisers. We dis- 
cussed in a tentative way the many different steps that would have to be 
taken, when and by whom. The President early determined to go to 
Congress with a message asking for a declaration of a state of war with 
Japan. 
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I returned to the State Department at four o’clock, and called a 
conference of my chief advisers which lasted until six o’clock. We were 
joined by Norman Davis. 

We perfected a statement I intended to make regarding the Japanese 
reply handed to me by Nomura and Kurusu, and my reply to them. This 
we issued to the press shortly before six o’clock. Attached to it was the 
text of our prc^sals of November 26, and an accompanying statement in 
which I said: 

“Japan has made a treacherous and utterly tmprovoked attack upon 
the United States. 

“At the very moment when representatives of the Japanese Govern- 
ment were discussing with representatives of this Government, at the 
request of the former, principles and courses of peace, the armed forces 
of Japan were preparing and assembling at various strategic points to 
launch new attacks and new aggressimxs upon nations and peoples with 
which Japan was professedly at peaice, including the United States. . . . 

“It is now apparent to the whole world that Japan in its recent 
professions of a desire for peace has been infamously false and fraud- 
ulent.” 

We then discussed a draft of a message for the President to deliver 
to Congress the following day. We decided that this should include a state- 
ment of the nature used by Woodrow Wilson on April 2, 1917, to the effect 
that the President requested Congress to declare the existence of a state 
of war that had been thrust upon the United States. While we were con- 
sidering this, a press report came in announcing that Japan had declared 
war on us. 

I requested my associates to watch our relations with the Vichy 
Government very closely in view of the j£q>anese attack. 

, We agreed that the other American Republics and the members of 
the British Cmnmonwealth should inunediately be notified officially of 
Japan’s assault. 

We decided that every American merchant vessel in the world should 
be advised of the existence of hostilities, since we feared that our mer- 
chantmen an3rwhere would be prey for German, Italian, or Japanese 
warships. 

I emphatically expressed my disappointment that our armed forces 
in Hawaii had been taken so completely by surprise. I repeated to my 
asi^tants that during recent weeks I had time after time warned our 
military and naval officials with all the vigor at my command that there 
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was constant danger of a treacherous attack by Japan anywhere, and in 
all probability at many places at the same time. 

Nevertheless, it was the feeling of many of us that the Japanese, in 
their own interest, had been exceedingly unwise in attacking Pearl Har- 
bor, thereby instantaneously and completely uniting the American people. 
However, as reports came in of the tremendous damage suffered at I^waii, 
this feeling became somewhat diluted. 

1 spoke with contempt of the Japanese Ambassadors who had come 
in to see me a few hours before, and I mentioned their cowering attitude 
while they were in my ofSce. On the other hand, I said I did not feel that 
they were aware, when they came to my oflSce, that an attack had been 
made at Pearl Harbor. In fact, I am satisfied that they did not learn of 
the attack until they returned to their Embassy. 

Appropriate officials of the State Department had already taken the 
necessary steps to see that absolute protection was given the Japanese 
official establishments and personnel within our jurisdiction. We notified 
Ambassador Grew of this action, with the hope that the Japanese Govern- 
ment would afford similar protection for our official persomiel in Japan. 

Several hours after the attack began at Pearl Harbor Japanese For- 
eign Minister Togo informed Grew that the Emperor regarded the note 
delivered to me by Nomura and Kurusu as his reply to the President’s 
message to him. Togo made the further ironic statement that the Emperor 
also replied to the President to the effect that the establis^ent of peace 
“in the Pacific and consequently in the world has been the cheri^ed desire 
of His Majesty for the realization of which he has hitherto made the Gov- 
ernment to continue its earnest endeavors.” 

After having been at the State Department all that Sunday I went 
home to a somber dinner, and then to the White House at 8:30. A n umb er 
of other Cabinet members and military officials were gathered about the 
President. 

For three hours we discussed the various stq>s that would have to 
be taken now that war had come, steps in the military and diplomatic 
fields. We early s^eed that the outbreak of war should not interfere with 
the flow of our sui^lies to Britain and Russia. We also discussed the main 
points of the message the President intended to deliver to Congress the 
following day. 

There was some discussion of whether we should declare war on the 
other members of the Aas. We assumed, however, that it was inevitable 
that Germany would declare war on us. The intercepted Japanese mes- 
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sages passing back and forth between Berlin and Tokyo had given us to 
understand that there was a definite undertaking on this point between 
the two Governments. We therefore decided to wait and let Hitler and 
Mussolini issue their declarations first. Meantime we would take no 
chances and would act, for example in the Atlantic, on the assumption 
that we were at war with the European section of the Axis as well. 

The President continued calm, although his face was grave and he 
made no effort to minimize the extent of the losses we had suffered at 
Pearl Harbor. 

The next day, Monday, I went to the Capitol to hear the President 
deliver his message to Congress. The Senate and House quickly voted 
the declaration of a state of war. 

Three days later, following declarations by Hitler and Mussolini, the 
Senate and House voted additional declarations of a state of war with 
Germany and Italy. 

The voices of diplomacy were now submerged by the roar of the 
cannon. 

* ♦ SH 

We had had two objectives in mind in all our relations with Japan 
since the outbreak of war in Europe, and especially since the fall of 
France, One was peace. The other, if peace could not be had^ was to 
gain time to ready our defenses. 

We failed to win peace, but we gained invaluable time. 

It was not until twenty-seven months after the invasion of Poland, 
not until eighteen months after the fall of France, that Japan struck. 
Although we still needed more time to complete our defenses, nevertheless 
we were comparatively far better prepared on December 7, 1941, than we 
had been on September i, 1939, or on June 17, 1940. 

Prime Minister Churchill put it ably in his speech on December 26, 
1941, to a joint session of Congress in Washington, by saying: ^We have, 
indeed, to be thankful that so much time has been granted to us. If 
Germany had tried to invade the British Isles after the French collapse 
in June,' 1940, and if Japan -had declared war on the British Empire and 
the United States at about the same date, no one can say what disaster 
and agonies might not have been our lot. But now, at the end of Decem- 
ber, 1941, our transformation from easy-going peace to total war efficiency 
has made very great progress.” 

Throughout all this period we had been firm in our dealings with 
Japan, though we were careful not to push her toward war; at the same 
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time we always made it dear that we could and should live at peace in the 
Pacific. 

We wanted peace with Japan for the sake of the better development 
of the world and also because we needed it. I felt that peace in the Pacific 
was necessary if we were to make an adequate contribution to the defense 
of Britain and the defeat of Hitler which was vital to our own security. 
Events in the Far East seemed of double importance to me because they 
were so closely interlocked with events in Europe. If at any time after 
France fell, Japan, with surface and underwater warships, had cut Britain’s 
line of supplies and reenforcements from Australia, New Zealand, India, 
and South Africa, it is doubtful that the United Kingdom could have 
survived. Virtually alone we should then have faced Germany in the 
Atlantic and Japan in the Pacific. 

When I entered into conversations with the Japanese in April, 1941, 
I determined to do everything I could to bring about a peaceful and fair 
settlement of the situation in the Pacific. Even though I realized at the 
very outset that the chances for such an agreement were no bigger than a 
gnat, I still felt we had to make the effort. Not only was such effort in 
accordance with the traditional attitude of the United States, but it was 
also imperative for our over-all concept of world defense against Hitlerism. 

In the negotiations from April to December I 'was forever conscious 
of the stupendous responsibilities that devolved upon me. A series of 
momentous decisions had to be made, and in many cases the initiative 
had to come from me. I am very happy that the President and I worked 
throughout in perfect harmony to avoid any misstep in our discussions 
with Japan. 

In those discussions there were involved issues decisive for our 
national honor and destiny. The decisions that had to be made placed 
upon the President and me a responsibility almost unthinkable in its 
breadth and depth. We had to decide whether to enter into discussions 
with Japan in the first place on the basis of her proposals of May 12; 
whether to break off negotiations in July, after Japan invaded Indo- 
China; whether to apply freezing restrictions to Japan; and whether to 
agree to a meeting between the President and Premier Konoye. We had 
to make a fateful decision as to how to deal with Japan’s ultimatum of 
November 20, and whether to present a modus vivendi. 

I had the task of conducting almost all the discus^ons with the 
Japanese Ambassadors and of suggesting to the President in advance what 
he might say to the Japanese in the conferences in which he took part. I 
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had to assume the responsibility of concluding that the diplomatic phase 
of the negotiations was finished and of stating that the task of safeguard- 
ing the nation had passed into the hands of the Army and the Navy. 

I never had any thought that Japan was bluflSng. Instead, I was 
convinced she had embarked on a steady, fixed course of conquest that 
would reach us in her own chosen time. I believed she was playing the 
role of an international desperado, and it is the business of a desperado — 
whether a nation or an individual — to fight. 

During the period of our conversations Japan believed she was ex- 
ceedingly well armed to achieve her intended conquests in the Pacific. She 
likewise knew we were by no means sufficiently armed to resist her attack 
successfully. Therefore, when Japan presented her successive and ever 
harsher demands, I was satisfied she was not bluffing but rather was giving 
us a last chance to yield our basic principles and thus enable her to con- 
tinue her conquests without further risk of serious resistance. 

Premier Konoye’s memoirs confirm this view. He relates that on 
September 6, 1941, an Imperial Conference was held at which ‘‘the basic 
principles for the carrying out of the national policy of the Empire” were 
determined. Several “basic principles” were these: 

“(i) The Empire shall perfect war preparations generally by the 
latter part of October with a determination to be prepared for war with 
America, England, and The Netherlands in order to assure its independent 
national existence and self-defense. 

“(2) Parallel with the foregoing, diplomatic measures vis-a-vis the 
United States and Great Britain shall be exhausted toward obtaining ful- 
fillment of our demands. . . . 

“(3) In case there is no expectation of achievement of our demands 
by the aforesaid diplomatic measures within the first ten days of October, 
decision shall be made to go to war with the United States, Great Britain, 
and The Netherlands; policies other than those toward the southern 
regions shall be carried out in accordance with the already fixed decisions 
of the Government; and efforts shall be made to prevent a joint American- 
Soviet front against Japan from materializing.” 

Here was a cold-blooded determination to go to war — one of the most 
sinister episodes in history. 

Japan’s willingness to make war, plus the far greater state of her 
military preparedness, provide full explanation for our holding off as long 
as we did on applying embargoes on the shipment of petroleum, scrap 
iron, and other strategic materials to Japan. The President and I saw 
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eye to eye on this policy. We felt that Japan might well retaliate in a 
military way if we cut oflF such shipments. Even if she did not attack us 
directly she might invade other areas, such as the , Dutch East Indies, to 
obtain the products we denied her. 

Prior-to January, 1940, we had a commercial treaty with Japan, as 
with most all other countries, which obligated us to trade alike with each 
nation. Moreover, a strong segment of the American people stood ada- 
mantly for isolation and subjected any intimation of such a move as an 
embargo to a terrific bombardment of criticism. We could not but recall 
our failure in 1936 to induce Congress to enact a law that would have 
authorized us to impose embargoes on merely the export of materials 
above a normal peacetime level. This would have given legal effect to the 
moral embargo the President and I had instituted after the outbreak of 
the Italo-Ethiopian War. We could not but remember the fierce reaction 
to the President’s “quarantine speech,” one implication of which would 
have been the severance of commercial relations with Japan. We were 
assailed by other, contradictory critics, some even voicing violent threats, 
who one day shouted “Warmonger” if we made any suggestion to increase 
our military strength, and the next day demanded rigid embargoes against 
Japan. I often stated in reply that I did not believe in making a threat 
unless the nation was prepared to back up the Government; that if the 
Navy could accompany our policy in the Far East we would have no 
hesitation in embargoing Japan in any manner or at any time. But any 
half-informed person should have known that our Navy during those 
years of armament by the aggressor nations was not satisfactorily prepared 
to station itself for any time in the Far Eastern waters. Furthermore, at 
the very intimation that the Navy would be sent to the other side of the 
earth to back up what we knew was a threat that might lead to dangerous 
complications with Japan, a large section of the American public would 
have almost crucified the Government officials advocating such a policy. 

The British and Dutch Governments saw the possibility of Japanese 
military reaction to embargoes as well as we. During the negotiations 
between Japan and the Netherlands East Indies, from September, 1940, 
until June, 1941, the British and Netherlands Governments urged that we 
refrain from taking drastic steps to curtail exports to Japan because they 
feared that such curtailment might result in an increase of Japanese 
pressure and enlarged demands for concessions from the Netherlands 
Indies. 

The President said publicly on July 54, 1941, that it was very 
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essential from our own selfish point of view of defense to prevent a war 
from starting in the South Pacific, and that such a conflict might have 
resulted from our embargoing exports of petroleum to Japan, We had 
already begun, in October, 1940, to refuse all licenses for shipment of 
iron and steel scrap of any kind to Japan, after having already placed 
restrictions on the export of numerous basic materials. After our freezing 
of Japanese credits in July, 1941, trade with Japan virtually ceased. We 
had adopted restrictions on the export of strategic materials to Japan as 
rapidly as we felt would be prudent, and by proceeding in this way we 
gained the time we needed so desperately. 

It is my considered opinion that, if Japan had attacked us six months 
before Pearl Harbor, the whole aspect of the world war might have 
changed. In that event Hitler most likely would have promptly abandoned 
his plan to attack Russia. Feeling that Japan would tie the United States 
down in the Pacific and would cut off Britain from the assistance of 
Australia, New Zealand, India, and possibly South Africa, he might well 
have concentrated on the reduction of the United Kingdom by air and 
submarine warfare, and possibly invasion, leaving Russia to be dealt with 
later. 

There were three methods to meet the danger from Japan, One was 
by a preventive attack. But democracies do not engage in preventive 
attacks except with greatest difficulty. Had I suggested to the President 
that he go to Congress and ask for a declaration of war against Japan at 
some time after the invasion of southern Indo-China, he could have made 
a good case concerning the dangers to us inherent in Japan’s course of 
aggression. But, remembering the fact that on August 13, 1941, only 
three weeks after Japan invaded southern Indo-China, the House of 
Representatives sustained the Selective Service Act by a majority of ju^t 
one vote, it seems most unlikely that the President could have obtained a 
declaration. 

Nor would the military and naval authorities have been ready for a 
preventive attack. The fact that they pleaded for more time solely to 
prepare our defenses in the Pacific was proof in itself that they were not 
prepared to take the offensive. 

A preventive attack, moreover, would have run counter to our de- 
termination to pursue the course of peace to the end, with the hope, 
however microscopic, that even at the last hour the Japanese might have 
a change of heart. 

The second method to meet the danger was to agree to Japan’s 



JAPAN STRIKES 


1105 


demands. This would have given us peace — ^that is, until Japan, after 
strengthening herself through the concessions we should have made, was 
ready to move again. But it would have denied all the principles of right 
living among nations which we had supported; it would have betrayed 
the countries that later became our allies; and it would have given us an 
infamous place in history. 

When we realize that Japan was ruthlessly invading peaceful coun- 
tries, that the United States had pleaded with her from the beginning to 
cease her course of military conquest in partnership with Hitler, and that 
all problems in the Pacific would have practically settled themselves if 
Japan had adopted a policy of peace, it is evident that Japan had no 
right to make demands upon us. Japan negotiated as if we, too, were an 
aggressor, as if both countries had to balance their aggressions. Japan had 
no more right to make demands upon us than an individual gangster has 
to make demands upon his intended victim. 

The third method was simply to continue discussions with Japan, to 
convince to her that her aggressions cost her more than they were worth, 
to point out to her that her partnership with Hitler could be as dangerous 
to her as it was to the rest of the world, to lay before her proposal after 
proposal which in the long run would have given her in peace the pros- 
perity her military leaders were seeking in conquest. 

It was this third’that we chose. Of the three, it was the only Ameri- 
can method. 
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AFTER WAR CAME, the armed force*? of the nation, under 
the direction of the President as Commander-in-Chief, moved to the 
forefront — but the diplomatic establishment became a significant factor 
in the conflict. Relations with the enemy countries ceased, but vastly 
augmented duties fell to our lot in relations with Allied and neutral 
nations. 

During peacetime the State Department had been responsible, under 
the President, for the conduct of our international relations and also for 
making recommendations regarding movements of our military forces 
abroad, as, for instance, whether our troops in China should be increased or 
decreased. When war came the Department was no longer connected with 
military operations abroad, which became subject only to the command of 
the appropriate military authorities. 

Almost immediately after Pearl Harbor I said to my associates that 
the role of the State Department from now on was to contribute to the 
war effort, and I wanted everyone in the Department to cooperate to the 
full with the War and Navy Departments and all war agencies, and to 
place at their disposal all our facilities. 

I made it a practice not to let officials of the Department come to me 
with the statement that an official of the War or Navy Departments was 
doing something wrong. I said to them, in effect: ‘‘Remember, they are 
the fellows who are taking responsibility for the strategy and conduct of 
the war. They have a right to our fullest cooperation.’^ 

Prior to Pearl Harbor I had been a member of the War Council, 
composed of the President, the Secretaries of State, War, and the Navy, 
the Chief of Staff, and the Chief of Naval Operations, and I took part in 
its meetings. After Pearl Harbor I did not sit in on meetings concerned 
with military matters. This was because the President did not invite me 
to such meetings. I raised the question with him several times. It seemed 
manifest to me that, in numerous important instances, the Secretary of 
State should sit in on the President’s war councils, particularly on those 
of a combined military and diplomatic nature, for it was obvious that 
scarcely any large-scale military operations could be undertaken that 
would not have diplomatic aspects. 

I feel it is a serious mistake for a Secretary of State not to be present 

1109 



mo 


THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HULL 


at important military meetings. I often had occasion to point out to the 
President that some development of a military character, which undoubt- 
edly had been decided at one of these meetings, also had a strong foreign 
affairs angle of which I should have been informed at the time. 

The President did not take me with him to the Casablanca, Cairo, 
or Tehran conferences, which were predominantly military meetings, nor 
did I take part in his military discussions with Prime Minister Churchill 
in Washington, some of which had widespread diplomatic repercussions. 
I said to him: not looking for increased responsibilities, but I do 

believe the Secretary of State should attend these meetings.” I referred to 
the British practice whereunder Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden partici- 
pated in all war councils. 

The President’s reply was that we had a different system here — 
which, I agreed, was true — ^in the sense that the British Cabinet consti- 
tuted the Government, and Eden had stronger claims under their system 
than 1 would have under ours to participate in war councils, even though 
the diplomatic phases were vital factors for consideration. 

I learned from other sources than the President what had occurred 
at the Casablanca, Cairo, and Tehran conferences. I had no special occa- 
sion to interrogate Mr. Roosevelt on developments at these conferences, 
but, if I asked him questions relating to his discussions, he was prompt, 
with few exceptions, to inform me frankly on the most secret matters. 

One question of a military nature I did discuss with the President 
and his military assistants was the location of the second front. I agreed 
that our major effort should be made across the English Channel into 
France. The question of where the armies would land and what routes 
they would take across the Continent in the grand military movement to 
conquer Hitler was a subject never discussed with me by the President or 
any of his top military officials, although I was early informed of the 
decision reached. 

I was not told about the atomic bomb. Occasionally someone gave 
me a veiled hint, but I did not press any questions. I did not really know 
about it until it was dropped and the annoimcement made. During the 
last months of its preparation, however, and when it was dropped, I was 
no longer Secretary of State, and consequently not likely to have any 
knowledgja of ft. Mr. Roosevelt deserves great credit for making the 
tremendous decision to go the length of spending $2,000,000,000 in de- 
veloping the atomic bomb. 

The -President continued not to invite me to his military meetings. 
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He loved the military side of events, and liked to hold them in his own 
hand. Following Pearl Harbor, he preferred to be called Commander-in- 
Chief rather than President. He relished the title. He may have felt that 
this all-important position was now more essential than that of President. 

At a Cabinet dinner, probably in 1942, where I was to propose the 
toast, the President asked me, before I rose to speak: 

^Tlease try to address me as Commander-in-Chief, not as President.” 

It was impossible, of course, not to take up some military subjects in 
my conversations with ambassadors, particularly the representatives of our 
principal Allies. On December 8, 1941, during my first conversation with 
the new Soviet Ambassador, former Foreign Commissar Maxim Litvinov, 
with whom I had conducted the initial negotiations that resulted in the 
establishment of Soviet-American diplomatic relations in 1933, I raised 
the question of Russia’s permitting us the use of air bases on Russian 
territory to facilitate the bombing of Japanese areas. We likewise dis- 
cussed the question of getting supplies to Vladivostok in Russian ships, 
since Japan would obviously not permit American ships to carry them to 
Russia. 

Three days later, when Litvinov called at my request, he said his 
Government had communicated to him that it was not then in position to 
cooperate with us against Japan. Russia, he said, was fighting on a huge 
scale against Germany and could not risk an attack by Japan. 

I replied that I could appreciate Russia’s position. Recalling to him 
the warnings we had given Russia earlier in the year of an impending 
German attack against her, I said I now had information that I deemed 
equally reliable, to the effect that Japan, notwithstanding the terms of the 
Russo-Japanese neutrality agreement, was under the strictest commitment 
to Germany to attack Russia and any other country fighting against Ger- 
many whenever Hitler demanded. This arrangement, I added, had con- 
templated that Japan would first attack the United States, in which 
assault Germany and Italy would join, and that later, when Germany 
demanded, Japan would invade Russia. 

Although Stalin had thus early made up his mind not to join us 
against Japan at that time, I wanted to keep the question before him for 
some time in the future. I pointed out to Litvinov that we were fighting a 
world movement of international desperadoes who would not cease their 
movements of conquest voluntarily — ^somebody had to stop them, 

“They will not be stopped,” I said, “by our merely slowing down one 
phase of their world movement. If we are to deal effectively with this 
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movement, we must consider it as a whole, and our movement of resist- 
ance must be carried on in each part of the world at the same time.” 
Litvinov did not disagree. 

I said that if our Government could get two air bases, one on the 
Kamchatka Peninsula and one around Vladivostok, our heavy bombers 
could get over Japanese home naval bases and the home fleet as well as 
over their cities. 

Litvinov suggested that bombing cities was not necessarily decisive 
in view of experiences in Moscow, London, and elsewhere. 

I reemphasized the world nature of the Axis movement of conquest 
and the extreme danger of more and more cooperation between Japan and 
Germany. ^We must envisage the possibility,” I said, ^Hhat the Japanese 
fleet might cut across the Indian Ocean to the Persian Gulf oil fields, to 
the mouth of the Suez Canal, and to the Cape of Good Hope. Then if 
Germany should be successful in her contemplated African invasion, Japan 
on the sea would meet her on the African coast. The effect of this on the 
whole British European situation would be terrific. Hitler and Japan 
would have a new lease on life, the effects of which would be terrible on 
all of us, including Russia.” 

Litvinov agreed as to these possibilities. 

^Tf Russia,” I remarked, “should refrain from cooperation with us 
in the Far East while we continued to aid her in Europe, there would be 
a constant flow of criticism as to why we were aiding Russia against a 
world movement involving all alike when Russia was not cooperating 
with us in the Orient.” 1 reminded him that I had had to issue a state- 
ment that same day to allay some of this very kind of rising criticism, 
and that it would become an increasingly serious matter for both Gov- 
ernments. 

Chiang Kai-shek had already, on December 9, informed us that he 
had cabled his brother-in-law, T. V. Soong, in Washington, and Am- 
bassador Hu Shih, to see the President and the Soviet Ambassador and 
urge a simultaneous Soviet-Chinese declaration of war on Japan. The 
Generalissimo cited a Soviet view that, if Russia fought Japan, the United 
States might not concentrate her main effort in the Pacific, and Russia 
would be left to bear the major burden. He therefore suggested that, if 
the United States gave priority to the Pacific over the Atlantic until 
Japan was conquered, this undoubtedly would bring Russia in. 

Russia persisted in her view, to which we could not but give S3mipa- 
thetic understanding, that she was too heavily engaged with Germany to 
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court the chance of a Japanese attack in the Far East. It was not until 
the Moscow Conference of October, 1943, that I was able, during a 
personal talk with Stalin, to obtain assurances that Russia would make 
war on Japan. 

I went over with the President and Secretary Stimson on December 
12 the entire problem of unifying and coordinating the forces of all oppo- 
sition to Japan in the Far East, with special reference to the South Seas 
area. I took this question up with British Ambassador Halifax the same 
day and with Chinese Ambassador Dr. Hu Shih the following day. I said 
to all of them that, in my opinion, the situation in the whole South Seas 
area was dangerous and called for emergency treatment to the fullest 
possible extent by all the countries concerned. 1 urged the importance of 
conference and collaboration on joint action at the earliest possible date. 
I suggested to Halifax that he begin conferences with the Canadian and 
Australian representatives. 

The labors of the State Department changed or intensified in many 
ways following the outbreak of war. We had been representing in the 
Axis capitals the interests of the British, French, Canadians, South 
Africans, Norwegians, Dutch, Poles, Greeks, and Yugoslavs. Now we had 
to divest ourselves of this representation, and we also had to turn over 
the representation of our own interests to a neutral country. Switzerland 
agreed to undertake this vast work, and she carried it out with consum- 
mate skill. 

We were likewise engaged in negotiations, which consumed many 
months, for the exchange of our diplomats and other civilians for Axis 
representatives and civilians. In the midst of a State Department confer- 
ence on this subject a few days after Pearl Harbor, we received word 
from a highly reliable source that Japanese Ambassador Nomura and his 
Naval Attach^ had received orders to commit hara-kiri in the Embassy, 
whereupon the Japanese Government would say that we had murdered 
them. 

Our apprehension over what might happen to our officials in Japan 
if such a plan materialized was keen. We induced the Swiss Minister to 
go immediately to the Japanese Embassy, inform Nomura of the report 
we had received, and ascertain his intentions. They had a long conversa- 
tion which did not entirely dissolve our fears because Nomura said the 
decision rested not with him but with higher authorities. 

We were also faced with the problem of getting additional thousands 
of Americans out of Europe. Before and after the outbreak of war in 
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Europe on September i, 1939, the State Department bad given Americans 
living or traveling in Europe- repeated warnings to come home if at all 
possible, l^ater we had given similar notice with regard to the Orient. 
Many hundreds had heeded the warning and had taken advantage of the 
special shipping and other arrangements we had made for their repatria- 
tion, but large groups of Americans were still in Europe and Asia at the 
time .of Pearl Harbor. 

My associates and I had been preparing a comprehensive summary 
of our relations with Japan, culminating in Pearl Harbor, which the 
President might wish to send to ‘Congress. We completed this about 
December 10, and Mr., Roosevelt sent it as a message to Congress on 
December 25. 

Further declarations of war against us were now reported from Bul- 
garia, Himgary, and Rumania. When 1 talked this fact over with the 
President on December 13, however, we agreed that, at least for the time 
being, we would not ask Congress for declarations of war against these 
satellites. We realized that their Governments were puppets of Hitler 
and had merely jumped when the strings were pulled. 

I was then beginning to work, alcmg with my associates at the State 
Department, on a far more important dedaration — ^that which later was 
called the Declaration by United Nations. Almost immediately after Pearl 
Harbor 1 had b^im to consider the form of unity the nations fighting 
against Hitler and Japan should take. By now, including the Latin Amer- 
ican Rqmblics that had accompanied us into war against the Axis, an 
imposing list of nearly thirty nations was arrasred against the Axis. 

My first idea of the unity the Allied nations should take was based 
on the conferences at Lima and Havana, with regard to the Western 
Hemi^here. This was that, when danger developed, a united resistance 
must be organized. In my mind I extended that policy to tihe world situa- 
tion for, from the Montevideo Conference on, I bad often stated that our 
Pan American policies were capable of being applied to the world. 

I asked my associates to go baxd: over the period from 1938 on with 
regard to Latin America, to review what the President had said on the 
subject of unity among the nations fighting the Axis, and to scrutinize 
the procedures followed in the First World War, including the subject of 
unity of command and military alliances. 

Then on Saturday December 13 I a^ed Maxwell M. Hamilton, 
Chief of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs, to draw op a draft of a 
declaration to be made by the nations fitting the Axis, which would 
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bind them together until victory and would commit them to the basic 
principles that we upheld. The following morning, Sunday, exactly one 
week after Pearl Harbor, 1 met with a group of my associates to discuss 
this declaration and another declaration setting up a Supreme War 
Council. 

Hamilton had prepared two alternative drafts of a declaration by 
the Allies. These differed only in that one brought in all the Allies, 
whereas the other consisted of two separate declarations, the first to be 
signed by all the Allies with the exception of Russia, who was not at war 
with Japan, and the latter to be signed by Russia. We quickly decided to 
discard the second draft, believing it would be far more effective to have 
Russia included with the rest of the Allies. After further exchanges of 
views, I requested Assistant Secretary Eerie, Economic Adviser Feis, and 
Hamilton to go to another room, incorporate in the draft the changes 
suggested, and bring it back to the meeting. This they did, and returned 
in half an hour. 

We now agreed on the main points of what became the Declaration 
by United Nations. The preamble first reasserted the principles agreed to 
by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill in the Atlantic 
Charter. It then stated that the nations fighting the Axis were “convinced 
that complete and world-wide victory of all of them is essential to defend 
and preserve life, liberty and independence, and to preserve human free- 
dom and justice not only in their own lands but everywhere, and that the 
struggle in which they are now engaged is a common defense against 
savage and brutal forces seeking to subjugate the world.^' 

Then followed the specific points of agreement, three in number. 
Each Government pledged itself, first, “to employ its full resources against 
the Government or Governments which signed the Tripartite Pact on 
September 27, 1940, with which it is or may be at war, and to continue 
such employment until that Government or those Governments have been 
finally defeated.” 

Second, “to cooperate with the others to the entire extent of its 
capacity to effect full coordination of military effort and use of resources 
against the common enemies or any of them.” 

Third, “not to cease hostilities against or conclude a separate armi- 
stice with the common enemies or any of them, except by common agree- 
ment.” 

Here, I felt, we were taking two long and helpful steps forward in 
comparison with our position during the First World War. First, we 
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intended to try to bind all the nations fighting the Axis to the acceptance 
of certain principles already stated in the Atlantic Charter. These were the 
right of peoples to choose their own form of government; no aggrandize- 
ment; no territorial changes opposed by the peoples concerned; access to 
trade and raw materials; improved labor standards, economic advance- 
ment, and social security; international security; freedom of the seas; and 
disarmament. 

Our Government, on entering the First World War, had not en- 
deavored to bind the Allies to any war aims. Various secret accords had 
already been agreed to by the Allied Governments whereunder territorial 
changes would be made if they won the war. Wilson^s Administration was 
subsequently criticized severely for not having tried to get the Allies into 
a common agreement on war aims. His problems at the peace conference 
were greatly complicated by the fact that no such agreement existed. 

This time I felt that the Allies should all be committed in advance 
to certain principles, leaving details of boundary adjustments and the 
like to be settled later. K the principles were strongly enough proclaimed 
and adhered to, the details would find readier solution when the time 
came to solve them. 

It was naturally necessary for us to know whether any secret agree- 
ments again existed among the Allies. When I had this question put to 
them they assured us that there were no such agreements. 

Secondly, we were willing this time to join in a full alliance with 
the other nations fighting the Axis. During the First World War we had 
considered and called ourselves an ‘^Associated Power,’’ not an Ally. The 
Declaration we now prepared was in the nature of an alliance. It embraced 
the two main points of the usual military alliance; namely, a pledge of 
full support and cooperation in conducting the war against the common 
enemy, and a pledge not to cease hostilities against the common enemy 
except by mutual agreement. 

From December 15 to December 19 my associates and I spent con- 
siderable time perfecting drafts of the document that became the United 
Nations .Declaration. We also discussed another document that would 
have created a Supreme War Council composed of the heads or repre- 
sentatives of the Governments of the United Kingdom, the United States, 
China, and the U.S.S.R. The function of the War Council would be “to 
supervise and coordinate the general conduct of the war and to provide for 
its successful prosecution.” The Council would determine theaters of war 
and provide for representation of any other Government actively engaged 
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in war against a common enemy in such theaters. It would be responsible 
for coordinating the distribution of available resources of all categories 
between various theaters of war. It would be charged with effecting 
unified command in any theater of war determined by it. The Council 
would create a staff of representatives of their respective armed forces 
to carry out their orders. 

In drawing up this second document, we considered and discussed 
thdroughly the creation, functioning, and achievements of the Supreme 
War Council set up during the latter stages of the First World War. 
During my years in the House of Representatives, I had made a study of 
the relations of the United States with the Allies and of the operation of 
their joint councils. I had given particular attention to the book on this 
subject by General Tasker H. Bliss, the United States Army Chief of 
Staff. It was now my thought that the Supreme War Council should be 
set up at once and not wait until a long period of war had passed, as was 
the case in the previous conflict, 

I sent both papers to the President at the White House at one o’clock 
on December 19, along with a memorandum outlining the activities of 
the Supreme War Council of 1917-1918. Although a proposal to create a 
Supreme War Council was not strictly a function of the State Department, 
I felt impelled to make the suggestion to the President because of my belief 
that a close working together of the Allies was imperatively necessary, 
and that our diplomatic efforts toward that end would be immeasurably 
bolstered by an intimate working relationship in the military field. My 
own studies of the relations of the Allied and Associated Powers during 
the First World War were still so fresh in my mind that I wanted to 
communicate the results of these studio to the Commander-in-Chief, in 
so far as they might be of aid to him. 

In an accompanying memorandum to the President I said: “The four 
chief nations now fighting together, as well as any others who will join 
with them, should forthwith sign a common declaration of principle, 
which should embody a pledge to employ their entire resources and their 
full military effort to defeat the common enemy, and should include a 
pledge to coordinate these efforts, and should include also a pledge by all 
of them not to cease hostilities nor conclude a separate armistice with 
the common enemies or any of them until these enemies are finally de* 
feated.” 

As to the Supreme War Council document, I said: “Second, it seems 
essential to provide machinery which wfll effectively coordinate the use of 
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resources and the military effort, making suitable allocation -betweeii 
theaters of war, keeping continuous check on the execution of war plans 
and, if possible, achieving unified command in theaters where this is 
feasible.” 

An hour later, at the Cabinet meeting presided over by the President, 
I went over both papers for the benefit of the Cabinet members. I pointed 
out the great advantages to all concerned in unifying all the nations fight- 
ing the Axis in a common determination to carry the fight through to 
victory by pledging all their resources in the common effort, and in an 
acceptance of the principles that should be applied when victory was 
attained. 

I said that military alliances usually stipulated that the parties to 
them would not conclude peace except by mutual agreement, and that the 
Joint Declaration might be an improvement in that it provided that the 
signatories would not “cease hostilities against or conclude a separate 
armistice” except by common agreement. 

As for the Supreme War Council, I said the one we had outlined 
would probably be far more effective than that of 1917-1918 because the 
United States would have political representation, whereas in the previous 
war our participation had been chiefly military. Furthermore, our plan 
called for representation on the Councirs staff of army, naval, and air 
forces, whereas the plan of 1917 provided only for a permanent military 
representative. 

One of the most important arguments in favor of our plan, I said, 
was that it would probably result in unified command in many theaters of 
the war. The creation of the Supreme War Council in 1917 had greatly 
assisted in bringing about a unified command on the Western Front. This 
unification was all the more necessary now, I concluded, inasmuch as the 
theaters of war were far more widely i^read than they had been in the 
war of 1914-1918. 

In the Cabinet discussion that followed, there seemed to be general 
approval of both documents. The President raised only one point about 
which he had any hesitancy. This concerned the constitutionality of the 
Joint Declaration, which later became known officially as the Declaration 
by United Nations. He brought up especially the question whether he 
had the constitutional right to sign an agreement that pledged the signa- 
tories not to conclude a separate armistice or cease hostilities. 

When I returned to the State Department I called my advisers in 
for a discussion of this point. We generally felt that there was no real 
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doubt as to the constitutionality of the provisions. I suggested, however, 
that the provision might well be taken from the Joint Declaration, which 
would be signed by many countries, and placed in the Supreme War 
Council agreement, which would be signed by four countries. We therefore 
prepared new drafts, also embodying two othec minor changes, and I sent 
these to the White House that evening to be substituted for the two docu- 
ments I had placed before the Cabinet. 

December 22 I sent the President an eight-page opinion by Green 
H. Hackworth, Legal Adviser of the State Department, to the effect that 
there was not the slightest question about the constitutionality of the 
President’s undertaking not to cease hostilities against or conclude a 
separate armistice with the common enemies or any of them except by 
common agreement. I wrote the President that, in my judgment, Hack- 
worth’s opinion ‘‘makes clear the legal and constitutional validity of this 
provision.” 

This opinion stated: “Both by the resolutions of Congress and by 
the Constitution the President is to be the judge as to how best to prose- 
cute the war. Its successful termination may depend upon the ability of 
the President to make certain that Great Britain, Soviet Russia, and China 
shall continue the struggle until the enemies are defeated. The best way 
to be sure that this situation shall obtain is through a pledge by them not 
to cease fighting except by common agreement of all four Powers. The 
President could not obtain such a pledge from the other Powers without 
making one himself. He is justified in doing so by reason of his responsi- 
bility as Commander-in-Chief and his broad powers in the conduct of 
foreign relations.” 

The President thereupon agreed that this clause could well be re- 
inserted in the Declaration. 

That day I gave the President a further memorandum on the Supreme 
War Council my associates and I proposed. This outlined the organiza- 
tions that might function under the Council. They included a Military 
Council, a Naval Council, an Aviation Council, a Shipping Council, and 
an Economic Council. The last body would be divided into Food, Muni- 
tions, Raw Materials, and Petroleum committees. I recommended that the 
seat of the Supreme War Council be Washington. 

And on the same day Prime Minister Churchill arrived in Washing- 
ton. During the next few days the President went over with the Prime 
Minister our texts of the proposed Joint Declaration and of the proposal 
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for the Supreme War Council. Mr. Churchill or Ambassador Halifax com- 
municated these to London for the War Cabinet’s opinion. 

The President sent me on December 27 his written comments on the 
two texts. Churchill had received recommendations from the War Cabinet 
on the Joint Declaration apd the President said he had taken these into 
account. 

“I think,” he said, “every effort should be made to get religious free- 
dom into that document. I believe Litvinov can be induced to agree to 
this.” 

He thought the language in the pledge to continue the fight against 
the Axis was difficult for the Russians. This was because they were not at 
war with Japan. He suggested a slight change in the wording so that the 
pledge would apply against the Axis forces of conquest with which the 
signatory was at war. 

The President said he had been trying to think of a way to obviate 
the necessity of two different documents, the Joint Declaration and the 
Supreme War Council proposal. 

He suggested that the list of countries mentioned in the opening 
paragraph of the Joint Declaration should embrace all the nations at 
war against the Axis, including the Latin American Republics. “It seems 
to me a distinct advantage,” he said, “to have as long a list of small 
countries as possible in this Declaration.” 

The President believed that China and the U.S.S.R. should be lifted 
from the alphabetical listing and placed with the United States and 
Britain at the head of the list. “I have a feeling,” he commented, “the 
U.S.S.R. would not be pleased to see their name following some of the 
countries which are realistically making a minor contribution.” 

He presumed it was up to the British to decide whether India should 
be included. “But,” he said, “I don’t understand why they don’t include 
it. Perhaps you could prod them a little.” 

Further he suggested: “I feel that the Free French should not be 
included in this document.” 

In general he concluded: “I am anxious that the most careful thought 
be given to the language in this Declaration, which will supplement the 
Atlantic statement, particularly in reference to the real purpose for which 
we fight. 

“As soon as you and Halifax have reached a meeting of minds on 
the Joint Declaration, I think we should have a prompt conference be- 
tween yourself, Halifax, the Prime Minister, and me.” 
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Later the President called a meeting of these four persons to be held 
at the White House at six o’clock that evening. 

That afternoon I called Welles, Hackworth, and Carlton Savage to 
my office to consider the President’s memorandum. We incorporated the 
President’s suggestions in a new draft of the Joint Declaration, We fur- 
ther wrote in two additional statements, which were that; 

(1) The signatories had determined that the effective prosecution of 
warfare against their enemies required the creation of a Supreme War 
Council; 

(2) The Declaration might be adhered to by other nations which are 
or which may be rendering material assistance and contributions toward 
the defeat of the members of the Tripartite Pact. 

The President’s memorandum had made no direct comment on the 
proposed Supreme War Coimcil. To meet his thought that there should 
not be two separate documents, we prepared a draft combining the Joint 
Declaration and the Supreme War Council proposal. 

I now had ready three drafts to take to the White House — the new 
draft of the Joint Declaration, a copy of the December 19 draft on the 
Supreme War Council, and the amalgamated draft containing the Joint 
Declaration and the agreement on the Supreme War Council. 

Lord Halifax joined in the later stages of the conference in my office. 
His principal comment was that the British Dominions probably would 
have to be given a status in the Supreme War Council similar to that 
given Britain. We explained to him that if the Council should comprise a 
large number of representatives it would become unwieldy and ineffective. 
We al‘0 pointed out that provision was made for ad hoc representation 
on the Council and its staff for Governments actively engaged against the 
common enemy in specific theaters of war. 

Halifax and we agreed that the Somet Government would be willing 
to subscribe to the principles contained in the Joint Declaration and ta 
the formation of a Supreme War Council. 

Halifax and I then went to the White House for our conference with 
the President and the Prime Minister. During the conference it was ap- 
parent that Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill were not yet in agreement 
that a Supreme War Council should be set up. Most of our discussion 
was devoted to this subject. We therefore agreed to adopt the new draft 
of the Joint Declaration, standing alone, leaving the Supreme War Coun- 
cil draft for further discussion. 

Following the meeting the President called in Soviet Ambassador 
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Litvinov and handed him a copy to be sent immediately to his Govern- 
ment for comment. 

Two days later Litvinov came to my office with three amendments 
suggested by his Government. Two were unimportant changes of wording. 
The third was that the phrase in the final paragraph ‘‘and contribution 
towards the defeat of members or adherents of the Tripartite Pact” 
should be changed to, “and contributions in the struggle for victory over 
Hitlerism.” 

I said to Litvinov that the Soviet amendments were unobjectionable 
with the possible exception of the one quoted, and that it would be almost 
impossible for us to omit Japan from the document should Hitler be men- 
tioned. Litvinov agreed with me that we could work this out in some way 
that would be mutually satisfactory. 

The Ambassador seemed surprised when I said that the proposed 
declaration had not been delivered to any other country for signature 
pending Soviet Russia’s reaction. He had brought with him a separate 
declaration that Stalin planned to make upon the assumption that the 
Joint Declaration was already in circulation among other countries for 
signature. This declaration stated that the Government of the U.S.S.R. 
shared the general principles laid down in the Joint Declaration but was 
unable to sign it, not being at war with one of the states of the Tripartite 
Pact. “The Government of the U.S.S.R.,” it said, “declares that it con- 
siders the chief enemy of freedom-loving peoples, and the center of the 
Axis, to be Hitlerite Germany, against which the Soviet Union is fighting 
and now bearing the brunt in the war against Hitlerite tyranny.” 

Litvinov and I agreed that it would be more effective for the Soviet 
Union to sign the Joint Declaration than to issue a separate Declaration. 

I sent the Soviet amendments to the President later that day. I wrote 
in an accompanying memorandum: “The Soviet Ambassador tells me that 
the word ‘Hitlerism’ with his country includes Nazism, Fascism, and 
Japanism, and hence his Government may stick rather strongly for this 
word. I mention this so you will have the full background. I see no par- 
ticular objection to the other proposals.” 

The President agreed to the incorporation of the Soviet amendments. 
I thereupon sent him a new draft which he returned on December 30 with 
a handwritten marginal note: 

C. H. 

O. K. It is approved now by Russia and W. S. C. [Churchill] but not 
yet by China. F. D. R. 

Let’s get it out on January i. That means speed. F. D. R, 



TOJITED NATIONS JOIN FOR WAR 


1123 


We transmitted the Joint Declaration immediately to the Govern^ 
ments listed in it. In accordance with the President’s request, I asked 
the interested Governments to give an immediate response so that the 
document could be made public on January i. I called in Chinese Am- 
bassador Dr. Hu Shih and gave him personally a copy for his Govern- 
ment. 

At the last moment Lord Halifax wanted to have a reference to 
‘‘social security” inserted in the Declaration. Since the President and the 
Prime Minister, however, desired not to make any changes in the Declara- 
tion in view of the approval already given by the Soviet Government, 
Assistant Secretary Berle convinced Halifax that his Government should 
not press the suggestion. 

Halifax had received a cable from the Foreign Office which agreed 
to the inclusion of India among the signatories but suggested the use of 
the words “high contracting parties” instead of “Governments signatory 
hereto” on the ground that much of India was composed of native states 
that could only be bound by the signature of the King. We replied that 
the words “high contracting parties” might raise difficulties on our i^de 
because of the moot question as to when a governmental agreement be- 
came a treaty. The words “high contracting parties” were customa- 
rily employed in treaties and, if this phrase were used, a demand might 
arise that the President submit the accord to the Senate as a treaty 
instead of dealing with it as an agreement based on his war-prosecution 
powers. 

Halifax also wished to make a change at the end of the document to 
enable organizations such as the Free French to sign. I did not feel we 
could make any change without the President’s approval — ^and from his 
memorandum of December 27 I already knew Ms sentiments on the 
particular point of the Free French signing the Declaration — Whence noth- 
ing was done. 

The following day, December 31, I sent the Joint Declaration in its 
final form to the President for signature by himself and the Prime Minis- 
ter. I suggested that the President might desire to ask Ambassador Lit- 
vinov and T. V. Soong, who had just been made Foreign Minister -of 
China, to attach their signatures at the White House, 

By now the three points of agreement were combined into two, which 
read: 

“(i) Each Government pledges itself to employ its full resources, 
military or economic, against those member^ of the Tripartite Pact and 
its adherents with wMch such Government is at war. 
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“(2) Each Government pledges itself to cooperate with the Govern- 
ments signatory hereto and not to make a s^arate armistice or peace with 
the enemies.” 

Later 1 telephoned the President and suggested that since there would 
not be enough signatures on the document by the next day, January i, 
it would be preferable to wait a few days before releasing it. The Presi- 
dent and I agreed that the Joint Declaration should be dated January i 
and made public on January 2 or 3. 

Over the telephone the President said, with respect to the memoran- 
dum on the creation of a Supreme War Council, that it seemed desirable 
to work on a regional basis for the time being, with the possibility that 
eventually it might be feasible to create an over-all Council. A Supreme 
War Council such as we at the State Department had suggested was not 
set up, but the President and the Prime Minister took a major step in 
that direction during Mr. ChurchilPs visit by creating the Combined 
Chiefs of Staff, with headquarters in Washington, to integrate the strat- 
egy of the two countries. They also established combined Anglo-Ameri- 
can boards to deal with the assignment of munitions, the supply of raw 
materials, production and resources, shipping and food. Subsequently, 
unified commands were agreed upon for the Mediterranean, European, 
Southwest Pacific, and Southeast Asia theaters. 

On the morning of December 31, while Prime Minister Churchill 
was having a bath in the White House, the President came to him and 
suggested that the Joint Declaration carry the title, “Declaration by 
United Nations.” The distinguished bather agreed, and thus the term 
“United Nations” came into being. The President had our final draft 
recopied at the White House so as to bear the new title. 

On the first day of the New Year, Roosevelt, Churchill, Litvinov, 
and Soong signed the historic document. 

The following morning the President sent the Declaration to the 
State Department, where we placed it in the office of Assistant Secretary 
Berle for signature by the remaining twenty-two nations fighting the 
Axis. During the course of the day, r^resentatives of those nations signed, 
some of them with obvious emotion. The Czech Minister, Vladimir Hur- 
ban, saying it was the most important document he had ever signed, was 
so nervous that he could not subscribe for some minutes after entering 
Berle> office. The Panamanian Minister got up from a sick bed to sign 
for his Government. The representative of India remarked that he was 
signing for 400,000,000 pfeople. 
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While these signatures were being affixed, I issued a public state; 
ment, saying: “The Declaration by the United Nations joins together, 
in the greatest common war effort in history, the purpose and will of 
twenty-six free nations, representing the overwhelming majority of the 
inhabitants of all six continents. This is a living proof that law-abiding and 
peace-loving nations can unite in using the sword when necessary to pre- 
serve liberty and justice and the fundamental values of mankind. Against 
this host we can be sure that the forces of barbaric savagery and organized 
wickedness cannot and will not prevail.” 

For some days we had been discussing at the State Department and 
with the President the possibility of adherence to the United Nations 
Declaration by political groups representative of the peoples of countries 
overrun by the Axis which had no governments functioning in exile. The 
final paragraph of the Declaration had provided for the adherence cOf 
“other nations” that contributed to the struggle against the Axis, in addi- 
tion to the original twenty-six signatories, but nothing was said of “free 
movements” and the like which purported to represent certain conquered 
peoples and even peqiles of Axis countries. 

At the 'State Department we had sought in December to clarify our 
position with regard to such movements by issuing a public statement on 
December lo. In this we pointed out that the people of the United States 
had a sympathetic interest in movements by aliens in this country who 
desired to liberate their countries from Axis domination, although at the 
same time we emphasized that we did not look with favor on any activi- 
ties designed to divide the allegiance of any group of American residents 
between the United States and any foreign government, in existence or in 
prospect. 

It was obvious that such “free movements” could not adhere to 
the United Nations Declaration as such, which was signed by representa- 
tives of governments. But it might be possible for them to state their 
adherence to the principles of the Declaration. The President favored some 
such clause with the thought that it would give the Free French move- 
ment an opportunity to adhere to the Declaration's principles. I concur- 
red in this thought with regard to the Free French, but I stated my fears 
lest such a clause would produce a rush of conflicting adherences from a 
variety of other groups, committees, movements, and the like, many at 
loggerheads with each other, and that difficulties might arise with some 
of our Allies over such adherences. 

On January 4, after informing Britain, Russia and China of our 
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purpose, we issued a statement, saying: “In order that liberty-loving 
peoples silenced by military forces may have an opportunity to support the 
principles of the Declaration by United Nations, the Government of the 
United States, as the depository for that Declaration, will receive state- 
ments of adherence to its principles from appropriate authorities which 
are not governments.” 

The Free French did not adhere under this offer because they wanted 
to come in as a government, but a flood of other adherences from com- 
mittees allegedly representing the peoples of a dozen other countries 
poured in. Many of these committees were at odds with one another, rang- 
ing from royalists to communists, and many hoped to obtain a degree of 
recognition by the fact of adherence. Several of our Allies, Russia in par- 
ticular, objected to some of these groups. As a result, we simply filed the 
requests for adherence, and the statement of January 4 brought little but 
trouble. 

The United Nations Declaration on the whole proved to be an in- 
spiring link binding together the nations fighting against the Axis move- 
ment of world conquest. By it these Allies bound themselves^ to the basic 
principles of sound international relations, to full cooperation among 
themselves, and to the continuance of the fight against the Axis until the 
achievement of victory. As new nations joined the fight they were proud 
of the honor of signing the statement of common aims and purposes. 
Coalitions have historically been impermanent and difficult, and sharp 
disputes did arise between several of the United Nations, as for example 
between the Soviet Union and Poland, but the United Nations Declara- 
tion proved a standard aroimd which right-minded peoples and govern- 
ments could rally and advance. It was a powerful factor in achieving 
the surprising degree of unity that was reached. 



82 : Troubles Over France 


DURING PRIME MINISTER CHURCHILL’S visit to the 
President before and after Christmas, 1941, the two leaders decided that 
an Anglo-American expeditionary force should be sent to North Africa. 
They agreed that General Weygand, then in retirement in Vichy France 
following his dismissal as Governor General in North Africa by Marshal 
Petain, should be approached to learn whether he would return secretly to 
North Africa and cooperate with the Allied Army. 

The President accordingly prepared a letter to Weygand, which was 
delivered on January 20. Weygand, however, absolutely declined to take 
any action. He said he was now a private citizen, completely loyal to 
P6tain, and would have to inform Petain of the President's letter. 

In any event the project of an expeditionary force to North Africa 
had to be abandoned until much later in the year because Japanese suc- 
cesses in the South Seas area diverted our strength to that arena. 

At about the time of his letter to Weygand, the President also sent 
a special message to Admiral Leahy for Petain or Weygand, or both. In 
this Mr. Roosevelt said that if Germany or Italy attacked unoccupied 
France or any of the French colonies, we could not regard acquiescence in 
such an attack as anything else than ^^playing the German game.” On 
the other hand, he continued, resistance by the French would have the 
support “of every possible military and naval assistance we could bring 
to bear.” 

Leahy communicated this message to both Petain and Darlan on 
January 27. P6tam, reading from a penciled memorandum, replied that 
he had made it very dear that his Government would resist invasion by 
British, De Gaullists, Germans, or Americans. He said that use of the 
French fleet or North African bases by the Germans was no longer a 
question. He added that he did not consider a German invasion of French 
North Africa at all imminent, but, if it occurred, he would accept Ameri- 
can aid only if he himself requested it. 

Following Pearl Harbor the President received from various sources 
outside the State Department suggestions that the United States should 
adopt strong-arm methods toward Vichy, should join with Britain in 
seizing portions of the French fleet or French bases, should break rela- 
tions with Vichy or should establish full diplomatic relations with De 
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Gaulle and his movement. Fortunately, the President refused to let him- 
self be swayed by advice so ill considered. 

At that very moment our informal relations with De Gaulle were 
embittered by his unwarranted action in ordering the forcible occupation 
of the French islands of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon, off the Newfoundland 
coast, by Free French forces. The incident occurred on Christmas Eve 
while the President was entertaining Mr. Churchill at the White House. 

These islands had been under the jurisdiction of Governor Robert at 
Martinique, We had already reached agreements with Admiral Robert, 
renewed a few days after Pearl Harbor, whereby our interest in main- 
taining the status quo of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon was safeguarded. 
We had also had negotiations with Canada during November and Decem- 
ber concerning a powerful wireless station on Saint-Pierre which both 
Canada and we feared might serve as a guide to German submarines. We 
agreed that Canada should send operators to supervise messages trans- 
mitted by the station and that we would join Canada in economic pressure 
against the islands if the local governor refused to accede to Canada’s 
move. 

The Canadian Government had informed us on December 4 of a 
suggestion from the British Government that the islands be occupied by 
the Free French. This suggestion did not appeal either to the Canadians 
or to ourselves. For my part, I looked with something like horror on any 
action that would bring conflict between the Vichy French and the Free 
French or the British. Though our advice had not been asked, I had been 
strongly opposed to the British attack on the French fleet at Oran in 
1940, and I had worked hard to bring Britain and Vichy France back 
into some degree of friendship. 

At the end of November, De Gaulle had sent his ‘^Minister of 
Marine,” Admiral Muselier, to inspect the Free French corvettes operat- 
ing with the British off Newfoimdland and at the same time to undertake 
to rally the Saint-Pierre-Miquelon islands to his movement. Muselier went 
to Ottawa where he sought the opinion of the Canadian Government. The 
Canadian External Affairs Department would not give him permission. 

On December 15 the British Foreign Office stated that Prime Minis- 
ter Churchill felt it would be dearable for the Free French forces to land 
and control the radio station rather than for the Canadian Government 
to take action in what might be an embarrassing political situation. The 
Foreign Office said further that no action would be taken unless the 
consent of the American and Canadian Governments had been obtained. 
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Muselier saw our Minister in Ottawa, Pierrepont Moffat, that same 
day and asked for the opinion of the American Government as to a land- 
ing of Free French troops on the islands. The President read Moffat’s 
telegram to this effect and said he did not favor any policy whereby the 
Free French were permitted to move in on the Saint-Pierre and Miquelon 
situation. This was telephoned to Moffat. 

Moffat informed Muselier of our views on December i6. Muselier 
said to Moffat he felt we were making a mistake, but he would accept 
this decision. 

The Counselor of the Canadian Legation in Washington, Mr. Hume 
Wrong, informed the State Department on December 22 that, since the 
British Government did not ‘"go along” with the policy suggested in the 
American-Canadian discussions for action by Canada to supervise the 
radio station at Saint-Pierre, the Canadian Government was not going 
ahead with its proposed action. Wrong said, however, he could inform us 
that any action by the Free French forces had been called off. 

Canadian Prime Minister Mackenzie King stated to Minister Moffat 
on the same day that he agreed with the decision of the United States 
and felt that any slight advantages of action by the Free French in oc- 
cupying the islands would be outweighed by the bigger issde involved, 
which he said he understood. 

Meantime, however, Muselier had communicated with De Gaulle, 
who ordered him to go ahead just the same. 

Without previous warning to Canada or the United States, Admiral 
Muselier therefore landed a small force on the islands on Christmas 
Eve and took charge. Our Consul at Saint-Pierre, Maurice Pasquet, re- 
ported to us on December 26 that Muselier was much aroused against 
De Gaulle whom he accused of having acted as a dictator, Muselier said 
he intended to resign in protest against the unilateral order given him 
by De Gaulle without the prior approval of the United States and Canada. 
Sometime later Muselier did break with De Gaulle. 

British Ambassador Halifax came to see me Christmas afternoon to 
inform me on behalf of the Foreign Office that the British Government 
disclaimed all responsibility for the Free French action and that Muselier 
had acted contrary to the instructions of the Foreign Office. Minister 
Moffat reported to me from Ottawa that the Canadian Government wa^ 
“shocked and embarrassed” by the incident and regarded it as “so close 
to a breach of faith that it cannot fail to embarrass their future relations 
with the Free French.” 
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On that Christmas Day I issued a statement, with the approval of 
the President, characterizing the incident by three “so-called Free French 
ships” as “an arbitrary action contrary to the agreement of all parties 
concerned and certainly without the prior knowledge or consent in any 
sense of the United States Government.” I said we had inquired of the 
Canadian Government as to the steps Canada was prepared to take to 
restore the status quo of the islands. 

Comparatively unimportant though the islands were, their forcible 
occupation by the Free French was greatly embarrassing to us for several 
reasons. It might seriously interfere with our relations with Marshal 
Petain’s Government. Only eleven days before the occupation the Pre^- 
dent had sent a message to Petain, following Vichy’s proclamation of neu- 
trality, in which he gave “full recognition to the agreement reached by 
our two Governments involving the maintenance of the status quo of the 
French possessions in the Western Hemisphere.” 

Moreover, we had just renewed an agreement with Admiral Robert 
at Martinique on this subject. And, finally, the American Republics had 
agreed at the Havana Conference to oppose the transfer of sovereignty, 
possession or control of any territory in the Western Hemisphere held by 
European Powers. 

Admiral Robert quickly informed us that in his opinion the United 
States was “obligated to obtain the reestablishment of French sovereignty 
over Saint-Pierre-Miquelon.” And Admiral Leahy cabled me from Vichy 
that Admiral Darlai^ informed him that the Germans immediately used 
De Gaulle’s seizure of the islands as an argument for the entry of Axis 
troops into French North Africa so that they might protect it against a 
similar invasion. 

Unfortunately, many influential people, both in the United States and 
abroad, did not comprehend these broader issues, and unleashed a violent 
attack on the State Department and on me for having issued the state- 
ment I did on the seizure of the islands. Few actions that seemed so minor 
have ever aroused opposition that became so bitter. In the weeks that fol- 
lowed, the State Department, with myself as its chief, became the target of 
Editorials, radio attacks, and representations from various organizations, 
although the President had given his full approval to our reaction. 

A special offensive was launched against us because ‘of the word 
“so-called” in the phrase “so-called Free French ships” in the statement. 
Our attackers thought that with this word we were questioning the exist- 
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ence of the Free French or the fact that they were free, whereas by the 
phrase we simply meant: three ships supposedly of the Free French, 

I sought to work out with Lord Halifax and with French Ambassador 
Henry-Haye a speedy settlement of the controversy. To Halifax on 
December 26 I suggested it might well be possible to get an agreement 
with Governor Robert at Martinique, approved by Vichy, to allow three 
or four Canadian experts to supervise messages passing over the radio 
station at Saint-Pierre. Thereupon the British Government could request 
the Free French to withdraw from the islands; and Britain and Canada, 
in order to give De Gaulle a face-saving way out, could then praise very 
highly the part the Free French occupation had taken in securing the 
agreement for supervision. 

Halifax argued that nothing should be done about the occupation by 
Britain, Canada, or the United States. 

^^According to you,’’ I replied, ‘^we should ratify the unlawful act 
of the Free French, taken in absolute violation of their pledges to Great 
Britain, which means that the United States would have to throw over 
the entire problem of Vichy and French Africa which weVe been nursing 
for a considerable period. If we hadn’t been nursing this problem, Germany 
would probably be in occupation of North or West Africa, or both, now 
and during most of the past twelve months. Your Government is perhaps 
more interested, if possible, in the Vichy angle of this matter than is 
the United States.” 

Halifax said he saw the force of this position. He agreed to my dis- 
cussing with Canadian Prime Minister Mackenzie King a proposed agree- 
ment with Vichy France and to our then asking Prime Minister Churchill 
to request De Gaulle to remove his forces from the islands. 

After I talked at length the following day with French Ambassador 
Henry-Haye, he said he would recommend earnestly to his Government 
and to Governor Robert a settlement that would either involve shutting 
down the wireless station at Saint-Pierre, with a Canadian guard over it, 
or permitting two or three Canadians, along with an American attached 
to the consulate, to supervise the operation of the station. 

When I informed the Ambassador that the Governor of the islands 
had made himself personally offensive to Canada and to some of the 
people on the islands, and that it was desirable he should be replaced, 
Henry-Haye said he would undertake to see that this was done. Three 
days later he brotight me the reply of his Government. Vichy left the set- 
tlement of the matter to Governor Robert, but stated with dramatic 
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emphasis its claim to sovereignty over the islands. Henry-Haye himself 
launched into a loud monologue about French sovereignty and about 
France being a great country and having to be treated accordingly, 

I interrupted him by saying: ‘‘At a moment when I’m being sub- 
jected to every sort of abuse, even in this country, as I try to safeguard 
the whole situation by friendly settlement, just and fair to all, the only 
rq)ly I receive from you is a stump speech about the greatness of the 
French nation. Soon it will be too late to handle this matter on its merits 
and in a proper spirit because of its explosive possibilities.” 

Henry-Haye promised to take the question up with his Government 
again. 

The previous day Lord Halifax had come to tell me that his Govern- 
ment 'v^as very fearful of injuring the De Gaulle movement in Africa if it 
should resist De Gaulle’s desire to hold on to the islands. 

I had a blunt conversation with Prime Minister Churchill at the 
White House on the whole question of our relations with Vichy France, 
with the seizure of the islands as a springboard. The President, who thor- 
oughly agreed with my position, was present at this discussion, but he 
remained on the side lines while Mr. Churchill and I indulged in some 
plain speaking. 

I pointedly accused De Gaulle of being a marplot acting directly 
contrary to the expressed wishes of Britain, Canada, and the United 
States, and I asked the Prime Minister to induce him to withdraw his 
troops from the Saint-Pierre and Miquelon islands, with Canadians and 
Americans assuming supervision over the radio station at Saint-Pierre. 

Mr. Churchill said that if he insisted on such a request his relations 
with the Free French movement would be impaired. 

I replied that the presence of the Free French on the islands, without 
our doing anything about it, jeopardized our relations with the Vichy 
Government. I reemphasized the importance of continuing those relations 
in that they enabled us to use our influence to keep the French fleet and 
bases from falling into German hands and to keep observers in Vichy 
France and in French North and West Africa. I said it was unthinkable 
to me that all these benefits to the British and American Governments 
should be junked and thrown overboard in order to gratify the desire of 
the De Gaulle leaders. 

Mr. Churchill agreed that these relations with Vichy were important 
to Britain as well as to the United States. 

I directly asked the Prime Minister whether he could not do some- 
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thing to prevent De Gaulle’s movement from continuing its radio and 
press attacks on the American Government. I said that^ since these attacks 
were made from London and continued unchecked, the impression was 
being created that Britain approved them or acquiesced in them. 

When the Prime Minister wondered whether he would be in position 
to exercise any such censorship over De Gaulle, I said that De Gaulle’s 
propaganda campaign against us was being financed by British funds, and 
De Gaulle could be quickly stopped dead in his tracks if Mr. Churchill 
threatened to withdraw Britain’s subsidies. 

Mr. Churchill agreed to consider the various points I had* raised. 

Matters were at this point when the Prime Minister went to Ottawa 
and there on December 30 delivered a violent diatribe against Vichy along 
with fulsome praise of De Gaulle. Coming at a moment when public agita- 
tion over the seizure of the Saint-Pierre and Miquelon islands and over 
our reaction to it was so rabid, it gave a popular impression that the 
Prime Minister was approving De Gaulle’s action. At the same time it was 
an implied condemnation of our continued diplomatic relations with any 
Government so base and despicable as his description of the Vichy group. 

And yet, only nineteen days before, on December ii, Mr. Churchill, 
as the “former naval person,” had sent the President an important cable 
with a very different approach to the subject. Referring to reports that 
Admiral Leahy was leaving Vichy to return to the United States, he said 
he was most anxious to discuss with the President a project of offering 
Vichy “blessings or cursings,” following a British victory in Libya, and 
he then added; “Trust your link with Petain will not be broken mean- 
while. We have no other worth-while connection.” 

The day after Mr. Churchill’s speech, I sent the President a memo- 
randum in which I said: “Our British friends seem to believe that the 
body of the entire people of France is strongly behind De Gaulle, 
whereas according to all my information and that of my associates, some 
95 per cent of the entire French people are anti-Hitler, whereas more 
than 95 per cent of this latter number are not De Gaullists and would 
not follow him. This fact leads straight to our plans about North Africa 
and our omission of De Gaulle’s cooperation in that connection.” 

Regarding this last point, the President had early determined that 
De Gaulle would not be included in any plans for an Anglo-American 
expedition to French North Africa, and he emphasized this determination 
to Mr. Churchill. He felt that inclusion of De Gaulle might prejudice the 
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secrecy of the plans and would automatically produce resistance from the 
French in North Africa. 

In the same memorandum I summed up the Free French seizure of 
the islands by saying: “It is a mess beyond question, and one for which 
this Government was in no remote sense responsible.” I remarked that it 
might lead to “ominous and serious developments.” 

Mr, Churchill returned to Washington almost .immediately after his 
Ottawa speech. I saw him at the White House on January 2 and did not 
hesitate to say that his remarks about Vichy and De Gaulle were “highly 
incendiary’^ and had brought far-reaching injury to me and to the State 
Department. 

I pleaded with him that, since our relations with Vichy were of great 
value to Britain as well as to the United States, as he himself had re- 
peatedly acknowledged to us, it would be of wonderful assistance to us 
if he could say “just a few little words” to the effect that, although 
Britain had not desired to maintain relations with Vichy, those main- 
tained by the United States were worth while in the common cause. 
Otherwise, I said, the existing general impression that the United States 
was “appeasing” Vichy, in direct violation of British wishes, would con- 
tinue and spread. 

The Prime Minister was not cordial to the suggestion. 

I then asked the President to bring his own personal influence with 
Churchill to bear to produce a straightening out of this anomalous 
situation. Mr. Roosevelt, however, said he had done what he could and 
he could not do anything further. These attitudes of the President and 
the Prinfe Minister were in striking contrast to their later attitudes when 
they both became bitterly hostile to De Gaulle, and remained so. 

When I returned to the State Department I had several of my assist- 
ants draw up a draft statement that might be issued by the President 
and the Prime Minister. This I sent to the President the same day, with 
a memorandum in which I said it was designed “to quiet steadily spread- 
ing rumors and reports very damaging to the British-American situation.” 

I said I had just talked with the French Ambassador. “I went after 
him very strongly,” I said, “about simply closing down the [Saint-Pierre] 
wireless^ station and agreeing for a Canadian citizen to be about the 
premises at all times to see that it is kept closed down, and also to change 
governors — ^all of this to be done if and as the Free French who are 
occupying the islands make their departure, thereby restoring the status 
quo.” Henry-Haye, I added, agreed to arrange for his Government’s 
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concurrence. I said to the President that the question then remained 
whether the Prime Minister would cooperate with us to see that the Free 
French moved out, with the thanks of their interested friends 

The proposed statement I sent the President was a general one in- 
tended to be a prelude to a settlement such as I had outlined. Referring 
to the islands controversy, it said that the President and the Prime 
Minister were in entire agreement that an arrangement satisfactory to all 
concerned should not be difficult. It added that the matter was receiving 
further attention in the light of the United States’ commitments under 
the 1940 Havana Treaty and other international policies and agreements 
of great importance to the conduct of the war. This referred to our 
policy of continuing diplomatic relations with Vichy The statement 
finished with the thought that “there should be no occasion for confusion 
or misunderstanding since there is complete cooperation and understand- 
ing between the United States, Great Britain, and Canada in this as in 
other matters.” 

The President, however, did not press this statement upon his visitor, 
nor did Mr. Churchill agree to it. 

I now drafted a proposed agreement I believed acceptable to the 
United States, Britain, and Canada which would make withdrawal of 
the Free French forces from the islands agreeable -to De Gaulle. This 
provided that the United States, Britain, and Canada would exercise 
joint supervision over the islands, which would be neutralized and 
demilitarized. Canada and the United States would provide personnel 
to control the wireless station. The Governor would be withdrawn for the 
duration of the war, to be succeeded by a consultative council. All armed 
forces would be recalled, and the United States and Canada would pro- 
vide economic assistance. 

I sent this to the President at Hyde Park on January 8. On the same 
day I had a conversation with Minister Sir Ronald Campbell, Counselor 
of the British Embassy, in which I frankly criticized the British Govern- 
ment, as far as one could well go, for its conduct in fomenting against the 
United States for British benefit the bitter agitation against this country 
over the islands. 

“This,” I said, “was led off by the incendiary speech of the British 
Prime Minister in Canada, which gave trouble-making people a pretext to 
make it appear that the British were the only friends the Free French 
had, and, inferentially, that the United States was not their friend; that 
the British were violently opposed to any connection with Vichy, and 
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that, inferentially, the United States was tied with Vichy to an extent 
that was damaging and subject to criticism.” 

I informed Campbell that throughout the week I had strongly 
pleaded with Mr. Churchill to say just a few words to correct these 
wrong impressions, which he could have done without in the slightest 
way affecting British relations with the Free French. 

asked him to do this in simple fairness to the United States,” I 
said, “so as to^cause a cessation of the injurious propaganda being circu- 
lated in the name of the Prime Minister since his speech in Canada.” 

Speaking as I had seldom spoken to the representative of a friendly 
nation, I said: “I wonder whether the British are more interested in a 
dozen or so Free Frenchmen, who seized these islands, and the capital 
they can make out of it primarily at the expense of the United States 
Government, than they are in Singapore and in the World War situation 
itself. I have neither seen nor heard of anything from British spokesmen 
in the last few days that would indicate to me that there existed a World 
War compared with the Saint-Pierre-Miquelon situation.” 

What heightened our exasperation over the Saint-Pierre-Miquelon in- 
cident was this very fact that De Gaulle should have so recklessly 
plunged into an adventure eminently calculated to disturb relations among 
the United States, Britain, and Canada, and that Britain should have been 
so reluctant to redress the damage done at the precise moment when 
the Japanese were driving the Western Powers out of the Orient, slashing 
into Malaya, the Philippines, and the Dutch East Indies, threatening Aus- 
trsQia, and inflicting defeat after defeat on the Occidental forces, while 
the wreckage of the American Navy listed at crazy angles in Pearl Harbor. 

The President agreed to my proposed solution. We thereupon sub- 
mitted it to Mr. Churchill. He accepted it on condition that De Gaulle 
agreed. Meantime the Petain Government agreed to it. But De Gaulle re- 
jected it, I was thereupon informed that Mr. Churchill, then in Ottawa, 
cabled De Gaulle in London that the United States would send warships 
to the islands to expel the Free French. 

After Mr. Churchill returned to London he informed the President 
on January 23 that he had had a “severe conversation” with De Gaulle 
on January 22. Previously De Gaulle had said to Eden that he would 
agree to the issuance of a communique to straighten out the matter pro- 
vided all parties agreed to three secret points that would not be men- 
tioned in the communique. These were that the Free French administrator 
would remain on the islands but be merged in a consultative council, that 
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the marines should remain on the islands, and that the council would 
be under the orders of the Free French National Committee. 

The Prime Minister informed the President that De Gaulle agreed 
not to insist that his secret points be accepted. De Gaulle, however, never 
did consent to our proposed agreement which would have ironed out the 
dispute. 

Mr. Churchill said in his cable to the President that he did hope that 
the solution for which he had worked “would be satisfactory to Mr. Hull 
and the State Department. I understood fully the difficulty in which they 
were placed.” 

Finally, as the turmoil over the incident declined, I felt that the 
wisest course would be to let the matter rest until the end of the war. I so 
recommended to the President in a memorandum on February 2, 1942. 
I repeated to him that I had been greatly preoccupied throughout the 
incident lest the Vichy Government should be outraged, for the simple 
but compelling reason that I still hoped to hold Vichy to its assurances 
concerning the French fleet, colonies, and bases. 

The President agreed with my recommendation, and a matter that 
had threatened to become a whole chapter in history accordingly declined 
to a footnote. 

Our relations with De Gaulle’s movement were not helped by the 
incident. There was no doubt in the minds of the President or mys^ 
that De Gaulle personally was responsible for violating his commitment 
to Britain and for going directly contrary to the wishes of the United 
States and Canada. We regarded him as more ambitious for himself and 
less reliable than we had thought him before. 

As for myself, the refusal of the President to bring more pressure 
on Mr. Churchill to clarify the relations between Great Britain and the 
United States with regard to De Gaulle and Vichy was one of several 
factors that almost caused me to resign as Secretary of State in January, 
1942 . 1 so seriously considered taking this step that I penciled out a note 
to the President tendering my resignation. 

My principal reason for almost resigning was the state of my health. 
In this note I pointed out that I had to give serious attention to conserving 
my health. I recalled that during the first half of the previous year, 1941, 
I had been hopelessly overworked and had been obliged to take a 
loug rest. “In no other possible circumstances,” I wrote, “could I consider 
the step I feel constrained to take — that of leaving the service.” I ended 
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by praying that the President would have the health and strength to 
keep up his great fight against the Axis countries. 

After thinking this over very intensively, I decided that I could not 
give up at this moment when disaster after disaster was overtaking the 
United Nations in the Far East, even if it meant the total collapse of my 
health. I put the letter to the President away in a drawer, and turned to 
the many problems facing me, including the unfortunate conduct of Under 
Secretary Welles at the Rio de Janeiro Conference, of which I write in the 
following chapter. 



83 : Neighbors and War 


WHEN THE PEARL HARBOR attack occurred, and when 
Hitler and Mussolini declared war upon us, my heart was truly warmed 
during the early days of disaster by the immediate rallying of the Latin 
American nations to our support. Within a few hours or days after Japan 
attacked, nine Latin American Republics declared war on the Axis and 
three more severed diplomatic relations. The heads of the Latin American 
Republics sent us messages of support, and those that did not break with 
the Axis formally assured us they would not regard us as belligerents and 
therefore would not apply the laws of neutrality against us. 

Here, almost eight years to the day after the Montevideo Conference, 
was a striking affirmation of the value of the Good Neighbor Policy. We 
were now to gather the fruits of patient cultivation at the conferences of 
Montevideo, Buenos Aires, Lima, Panama, and Havana, and of our in- 
numerable measures to apply and solidify the doctrine of the Good 
Neighbor. 

I could look back to the time of our entrance into the First World 
War and rejoice that our friendship with our neighbors to the south was 
now so firm. In 1917 we had had to maintain troops on the Mexican 
border, where we had intervened more than once since 1913. Now Mexico 
broke off relations with the Axis Powers almost at the moment of our 
declarations of war. Farther to the south suspicion of our power and 
motives had been rampant in many countries. Now we could count on 
the active aid of almost all of them. 

In general, the Latin American Republics quickly put into effect 
one of the resolutions agreed to at the Havana Conference, which I had 
signed on behalf of the United States. This provided: “That any attempt 
on the part of a non-American State against the integrity or inviolability 
of the territory, the sovereignty or the political independence of an 
American State shall be considered as an act of aggression against the 
States which sign this declaration ” 

Our negotiations with the Latin American Republics during 1941 
had intensified in various directions. We signed a series of agreements 
providing for the dispatch of military, naval, and air missions to Central 
and South America. Congress passed an Act in July authorizing the 
admission to the Annapolis Naval Academy of up to twenty persons at a 
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time from the American Republics. In October we announced a plan for 
the training in the United States of up to five hundred Latin Americans 
as aviation pilots and technicians. 

We reached an economic agreement with Brazil for the construction of 
a $45,000,000 steel mill in that country. Through negotiations with Britain 
and certain American Republics, we arranged for the release and use of 
Axis shipping tied up in Western Hemisphere ports. 

We had signed a trade agreement with Argentina on October 14, 
1941. This was a major step forward, especially in view of the fact that 
our negotiations with Argentina toward the same end in 1939 had failed. 
While I was attending the Havana Conference in 1940, the Argentines 
indicated to us that the war and blockade had upset their international 
commerce and they asked whether we would purchase a substantial quan- 
tity of their surpluses of linseed, wool, hides, and meat. There seemed 
therefore a possible basis for reopening negotiations. 

At the State Department we studied these prospects for^a number 
of months and had informal exchanges with Argentina on the subject. 
Then on March 14, 1941, I wrote the President that the question of an 
Argentine trade agreement had in the past provoked considerable political 
controversy in this country but that now an agreement would ease Argen- 
tina's position without involving concessions harmful to ourselves, I said 
that the time was particularly opportune to dispose of this long-standing, 
difficult matter. Our domestic producers were enjoying increased protection 
owing to Argentina’s augmented shipping costs and other difficulties of 
exporting to the United States. And, furthermore, there was a growing 
realization by Americans that good trade relations with the other Ameri- 
can Republics, notably Argentina, were essential to effective hemisphere 
cooperation. 

The President agreed. This time the negotiations proceeded without 
undue obstructions from Argentina and opposition from American inter- 
ests, and the signature took place in Buenos Aires. It was the first com- 
mercial accord negotiated between the two countries in ninety years. 

Less than three weeks before Pearl Harbor, we reached an agree- 
ment with Mexico on November 19 to settle the controversy over Mexico’s 
expropriation of American oil properties in 1938. We had been negotiating 
this difficult problem for three years. We had granted Mexico’s right to 
e3q)ropriate, and Mexico had granted our claim to compensation. We 
asserted that this compensation should be “adequate, effective, and 
prompt,” and here lay the kernel of the dilute. 
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By August, 1941, the United States and the Mexican Governments 
had approved a tentative formula of settlement. I held a meeting of 
American oil-company representatives in my office on September 27, 1941, 
and laid this proposed settlement before them. I sought to place it on a 
broader basis by outlining to them the world situation and the im- 
portant role Mexico could play in cooperation with us. I stressed the Axis 
activities being conducted in Latin America and the help Mexico had 
already given us in preventing strategic materials from going to Japan. 
I pointed out that President Camacho of Mexico had adopted policies 
affording a timely opportunity to work out all problems harmoniously, 
and in this spirit I urged consideration of the oil settlement. 

The company representatives objected to various points in our 
proposal, and asserted that we were sacrificing the principle of property 
rights. They said they would rather see the question remain unsettled, 
even with the result of losing the prq)erty, than see this principle 
sacrificed. 

I had further meetings and exchanges of conversation with the oil- 
company heads in October and November without being able to bring 
them around to our point of view. Knowing what I did about the dan- 
gerous status of our negotiations with Japan, I felt, and the President 
with me, that we could not wait longer. On November 19, therefore, an 
exchange of notes took place with Mexican Ambassador Najera, which, 
covered a wide range of subjects, 

Mexico agreed to pay $40,000,000 to settle the long-pending general 
and agrarian claims we had against her. Other provisions were: negotia- 
tion of a trade agreement; stabilization of the dollar-peso rate; the Treas- 
ury’s purchase of newly mined Mexican silver; and assistance in financing 
Mexico’s portion of the Pan American Highway. As to the oil properties,, 
the two Governments agreed to appoint one expert each to determine the 
just compensation to be paid the American owners, and Mexico deposited 
$9,000,000 as the first payment. 

At the moment of our exchange of notes, I issued a statement in 
which I said that the agreements not only concerned most of the principal 
problems that had long been pending between the two sister Republics, 
“but they mark a new milestone of great importance in the cause of 
increasingly closer collaboration and solidarity between the countries of 
the New World.” 

Although the American oil companies still did not agree to the 
petroleum settlement, they cooperated with the State Department in the 
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preparation of data for the American expert. The advent of Pearl Harbor 
placed the dispute on its right footing as simply one of the elements in a 
perilous world situation, and eventually the companies agreed to a settle- 
ment. The experts arrived at a figure of $29,137,700.84 for compensation, 
including principal and interest, and the two Governments agreed to this 
sum on September 29, 1943, 

The broad settlements reached with Mexico were a large factor in 
having our neighbor to the south in full accord with us at the moment of 
Pearl Harbor. A few months later Mexico declared war against the Axis. 

Running parallel with the negotiations leading up to the settlement 
of November 19 were our efforts to restore relations between Britain and 
Mexico, which had been broken off in 1938 following Mexico’s expropria- 
tion of British oil properties. We had had several conversations on this 
point with Mexico and Britain in 1940 and the first part of 1941, but 
Britain insisted that settlement of the oil dispute must precede resumption 
of relations. 

This situation gave us serious concern, heightened* by the fact that 
disputes had already risen between Britain and several Latin American 
countries, including Brazil and Mexico, over the enforcement of the Brit- 
ish blockade. In 1941 Britain was seeking to induce us to agree to her 
warships intercepting neutral shipping in the Caribbean and to her estab- 
lishing a naval control station in that sea. 

The President and I saw the gravest objections to this proposal. Con- 
traband in this hemisphere was not on a serious scale; British blockade 
activities would run counter to the principles we had asserted in proclaim- 
ing the Western Hemisphere neutrality zone; and undoubtedly opposition 
to Britain would flare up violently from Latin America at the very mo- 
ment we were trying to calm the animosity that had already arisen, par- 
ticularly in Brazil. 

We believed we could wort out the problem by inducing the Ameri- 
can Republics to apply a system of export control of trade such as we 
ourselves were applying. We accordingly communicated with the Ameri- 
can Republics and received from them a marked degree of cooperation. 

After many exchanges on the subject of restoration of British-Mexi- 
can relations, Ambassador Winant in London cabled me on August 28, 
‘ 1941, that Foreign Secretary Eden had instructed the British Embassy in 
Washington to take up the question with us. Eden said to Winant he 
hoped I would personallyjhelp him in working out the negotiations, since 
he wanted the situation cleared up as I had been urging. 
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I cabled Winant in reply the following day a suggestion from Mexi- 
can Ambassador Najera that the most satisfactory solution, following 
preliminary discussions, would be merely to announce simultaneously the 
appointment of diplomatic representatives in London and Mexico City. 
The Mexican Government promised to assure British oil interests in Mex- 
ico as favorable treatment as that given American oil interests. We sug- 
gested to the British Charge here, in the absence of Lord Halifax, that he 
contact the Mexican Ambassador directly. 

Negotiations quickly followed, during which we constantly urged a 
prompt agreement, and on October 2t relations between Britain and 
Mexico were reestablished. 

The following year Britain, then about to negotiate an oil settlement 
with Mexico, asked whether we would withhold from Mexico any assist- 
ance that might in any way tempt that Government to prolong the pro- 
posed negotiations or to refrain from agreeing upon a satisfactory basis for 
settlement, and .whether we would press Mexico to reach a conclusion sat- 
isfactory to the British oil interests. The impossibility of this request 
was obvious. We could not undertake for the British oil interests what 
we had decidedly refused to undertake for the American oil interests. 

Following Pearl Harbor our relations with Latin America crystallized 
in the Rio de Janeiro Conference opening on January i $ and closing on 
January 28, 1942. Two days after Pearl Harbor we sent notes to the other 
American Republics informing them of our desire to hold a consultative 
meeting of foreign ministers at the earliest possible moment. We referred 
to the resolution adopted at the Havana Conference in July, 1940, whereby 
the Republics agreed to consider as an act of aggression against them any 
attempt on the part of a non-American state against the integrity or in- 
violability of the territory, the sovereignty, or the political independence 
of an American state. 

The many important problems pressing upon me after Pearl Harbor 
made it impossible for me to head the American delegation. The President 
and I agreed that Under Secretary Welles should go in my stead. 

I held a meeting of the delegation in my office on January 7 just 
prior to their departure for Rio. After discussing the various projects that 
were likely to be presented to unify the whole of the hemisphere in the 
struggle against the Axis, we agreed that major emphasis should be placed 
on inducing all the Republics to sign a joint declaration to break off re- 
lations with the Axis Powers. We felt that, if they would take this step, 
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all the other steps necessary to make, the hemisphere a composite unit in 
opposition to the Axis would come more easily. 

The majority of the Republics had already severed relations with 
the Axis; but it was soon apparent to us that Argentina would again be 
an obstacle, as she had been at other inter-American conferences. 

Argentine Foreign Minister Ruiz Guinazu, for instance, had taken 
.exception to the signing of the United Nations Declaration by nine Amer- 
ican Republics which he said had entered into an alliance with non- 
American nations without previous consultation with the remaining Amer- 
ican Republics. He thought this was not in accord with the Declaration 
of Lima of 1938 and ether inter-American peace agreements. Nevertheless, 
Argentina’s commitments at other Pan American conferences, most re- 
cently Havana, to consider an aggression from outside the hemisphere 
against any American Republic as an aggression against all the Repub- 
lics, led us to hope that she too would cooperate. 

Before our delegation left for Rio, we cabled to the Brazilian and 
Argentine Governments the text of a proposed declaration breaking off 
diplomatic relations with the Axis. After Welles reached Rio he cabled me 
on January 13 that the Argentine Foreign Minister had tried unsuccess- 
fully to create a bloc coiijposed of Chile, Peru, Uruguay, and Paraguay 
along with Argentina to oppose a joint declaration for the breaking of 
relations. Nevertheless some of the Republics, particularly those with 
exposed seacoasts, were hesitant because the Axis diplomats in their capi- 
tals hinted strongly that severance of diplomatic relations would be fol- 
lowed by war. 

On the day the conference opened Assistant Secretary Berle sent 
Welles a cable on my behalf. This stated, in paraphrase: 

“Messages obviously intended for you from some of your Argentine 
friends have been received by me. They urge earnestly that in the matter 
of breaking relations you make no compromise with the Argentine dele- 
gation. Compromise is considered impossible by them and they believe 
that were the Argentine position to prevail it would be disastrous for 
Argentina. That view is rather supported by the press here. In the De- 
partment from Secretary Hull down, the feeling is in accord on the belief 
that rather than a compromise formula a breach in unanimity would be 
preferable. The Argentines must accept this situation or go their own 
way, and in the latter event reliance may be placed upon the overwhelm- 
ing public feeling in Argentina to supply the corrective.” 

This view of ours was a change from the view we had maintained at 
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previous Pan American conferences when we believed that unanimity of 
decision was all-important. On several occasions we had had to com- 
promise with Argentina in order to induce that Government to agree. We 
had had to dilute the strength of some of our resolutions or risk losing the 
signature of the Buenos Aires Government. 

But now the issue had become crucial. It was time for the Argentine 
Government to choose. This was a life-and-death struggle, the result of 
which could only mean freedom and advancement for Latin America or 
domination and probably occupation by the Axis. During the course of 
that struggle, the presence of Axis diplomats and agents in ^any American 
Republic, which they would inevitably use as a headquarters for their 
subversive activities in other Republics, could not but be a danger to the 
whole hemisphere. Enjoying the full use of diplomatic codes and commu- 
nications, they could make that Republic their message center, and from 
it they could communicate quickly and secretly information concerning 
ship movements, raw-materials purchases, defense activities, flights of 
planes, and the like. Argentina, or any other Republic, therefore had to 
decide whether to cut off this danger or to let it flourish. 

In the face of this situation compromises were absurd. 

Naturally, with the war raging through Europe and Asia and on 
most of the Seven Seas, the course we and our other American Allies 
wanted to pursue at Rio was to strive to the utmost to secure unanimous 
action, But^ failing in this, there was literally no time in which to parry 
on protracted parleys with any one or two American Governments who 
were making it clear to us that they were backing out of their definite 
obligations to cooperate with us. The house was on fire, so to speak, and 
the one course of duty and self-preservation was for all the other Ameri- 
can nations to rush forward with the prosecution of the war of resistance 
to the Axis. The recalcitrant country or countries could then be appealed 
to to meet the responsibilities they had voluntarily assumed. If pos- 
sible, a further conference could be called later in an effort to prevail upon 
them to join with us. 

President Vargas and Foreign Minister Aranha of Brazil were at 
one with us in this attitude, as were the Governments of almost aU the 
other Republics. 

Welles cabled me on January i6 that he completely shared my feel- 
ing that no effort should be spared to preserve unanimity but that Ar- 
gentina should be allowed to proceed alone if the Argentine Govetnment 
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were unwilling to join in a continental declaration for a rupture of rela- 
tions with the Axis Powers. 

Three days later Welles cabled me again, following three long talks 
he had had with the Argentine Foreign Minister. He said that although 
other delegation chiefs and he would do everything possible to find an 
acceptable phraseology for an agreement, provided the necessary princi- 
ples were not sacrificed, he believed the issue was one that could not be 
compromised. 

When Soviet Ambassador Litvinov came to my office on January 21 
and asked what influences were operating in Argentina against the pro- 
posals being made at Rio, I replied that the people of Argentina were 
overwhelmingly in favor of the objectives at the conference. 

‘‘Nevertheless,’’ I said, “a small but powerful group in Argentina has 
for nearly two generations violently opposed the Monroe Doctrine, not- 
withstanding that the Doctrine has protected all Latin America for more 
than a century. Without this protection many or most of those countries, 
especially those comprising the lower half of the Continent, would have 
been seized and occupied by foreign governments long since. Further- 
more, there are certain leaders there who always oppose what they 
call the upper end of the Continent. Finally, there is a powerful German 
fifth-column movement in South America which has had its effect.” 

That night, during the course of a long meeting in Rio of the Ar- 
gentine, Brazilian, Chilean, and Peruvian foreign ministers and Welles, 
an agreement was reached on the text of a Declaration, which Welles 
cabled me the following day. This began with a good paragraph: 

“The American Republics reaffirm their declaration to consider any 
act of aggression on the part of a non-American state against one of them 
as an act of aggression against all of them, constituting as it does an 
immediate threat to the liberty and independence of America.” 

Then followed another good paragraph: “The American Republics re- 
affirm their complete solidarity and their determination to cooperate as 
one for their mutual protection until the effects of the present aggression 
against the Continent have disappeared.” 

The third paragraph, however, was the crux of the Declaration. This 
read: “The American Republics consequently declare that in the exercise 
of their sovereignty and in conformity with their constitutional institu- 
tions and powers, provided the latter are in agreement, they cannot con- 
tinue their diplomatic relations with Japan, Germany, and Italy since 
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Japan has attacked and the others have declared war upon a nation of the 
Continent.’’ 

In reading this paragraph, my associates and I wondered what inter- 
pretation should be given to the language ‘‘in the exercise of their sov- 
ereignty and in conformity with their constitutional institutions and pow- 
ers, provided the latter are in agreement.” This looked to us very much 
like one of the loopholes or watering-down phrases the Argentines had so 
frequently sought, sometimes successfully, to insert in Pan American 
resolutions. 

While we were studying this phraseology. Ambassador Norman Ar- 
mour in Buenos Aires informed us that the Acting President of Argen- 
tina, Dr. Ramon Castillo, had disavowed his Foreign Minister’s agreement 
to the text. The previous day Castillo had stated to Ambassador Armour 
in Buenos Aires that Argentina would not agree to vote for a resolution 
breaking off relations with the Axis Powers because sentiment in Argen- 
tina would not tolerate the Government’s taking such action. He ex- 
pressed regret and added that in everything else his Government was de- 
termined to show its solidarity with the United States and the other 
American Republics and to cooperate fully to that end. 

I cabled Welles on January 22, saying that Castillo’s attitude had 
caused disappointment to all of us here as it must have to Welles. I asked 
him to let us know at once if there were any useful steps we could take 
here or elsewhere. 

In the same cable I requested Welles to telegraph me what meaning 
should be Attributed to the phraseology of the third paragraph of the 
Declaration. I also asked him to include in his telegram comment as to 
the course of action Argentina and Chile had agreed to take under this 
article. It seemed that Chile might follow whatever course Argentina 
adopted. 

Welles cabled me the following day that the phrase on which I 
queried him had been inserted solely to satisfy the foreign ministers of 
Argentina and Chile, which confirmed my suspicion. These foreign min- 
isters, Welles said, insisted they would have to request legislative ap- 
proval in their respective Congresses for the breaking of relations, not- 
withstanding the provisions of their* Constitutions. 

Welles asked me to bear in mind that the rupture of diplomatic re- 
lations meant an almost immediate entry into war for the American 
Republics. I did not believe this was necessarily so, and considered it 
primarily an Axis threat. Actually the Axis did not declare war on the 
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Republics that severed diplomatic relations. On the other hand, the 
failure to rupture diplomatic relations did mean an almost immediate 
utilization of those Republics by Axis agents for their machinations in 
this hemisphere. 

Furthermore, Article Three of the Declaration, if it contained loop- 
holes, would be a terrific comedown and almost a contradiction following 
the first two articles. Article One branded an aggression on the part of a 
non-American state against any American Republic as an act of aggression 
against all American Republics. And Article Two stated the determination 
of all the Republics to cooperate jointly for their mutual protection until 
the effects of the present aggression against the Continent had disap- 
peared. If therefore a specific Republic, such as Argentina, considered the 
attack at Pearl Harbor and Germany’s and Italy’s declarations of war 
as an aggression against herself, as she had to do by virtue of this lan- 
guage, and if she were determined to cooperate with other American Re- 
publics for their mutual protection, as she also had to do under this lan- 
guage, how could she possibly or logically insist on retaining diplomatic 
relations with the aggressor? How could we agree to the insertion of a back 
door through which any Republic could escape the responsibilities it had 
freely assumed? 

Welles’s cable reached the Department at five o’clock that afternoon, 
January 23, In it he said he was trying to find a new formula, but, if 
this were not acceptable to Argentina, the nineteen countries that favored 
the earlier text rejected by Castillo would sign it, leaving Argentina and 
Chile to take such course as they might see fit. 

A few hours later, nothing more having come in from Welles, I was 
sitting in my apartment listening to a news broadcast. Suddenly the 
announcer stated that an agreement had been worked out at Rio and 
accepted by all the twenty-one American Republics, but that the United 
States had found herself obliged to surrender her principal position. The 
announcer said that the Argentines had secured a modified understanding 
by which they could leave the conference and return home without having 
committed themselves to cooperate against the Axis powers by breaking off 
diplomatic relations. 

I telephoned the Department and learned that nothing had come in 
from Welles concerning the signing of an agreement. I then telephoned the 
President, and through the White House connection put in a call for 
Welles at Rio. 

With Mr. Roosevelt listening in, Welles confirmed the signing of the 
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agreement and gave me the substance of the crucial Article Three. I then 
spoke to him more sharply than I had ever spoken to anyone in the De- 
partment. I said I considered this a change in our policy, made without 
consulting me, and the equivalent of a surrender to Argentina. I added 
that it contained an escape clause that would permit the Argentines to 
return home with a straight face and thereafter move gradually over 
toward the camp of our Axis enemies and render the enemy aid and 
comfort, to our damage and even to the loss of life as the war progressed. 

Welles said in reply that he had tried hard to secure agreement to 
the original proposal but had found it impossible, and therefore he had 
agreed to the modified arrangement. 

Our conversation continued in this vein for several minutes, where- 
upon the President interrupted. Without going into the merits of the 
resolution agreed to at Rio, he said, a decision had already been reached, 
the conference was in the act of adjournment, and it would not be feasible 
to reconsider the action Welles had taken. 

I was frankly very angry that Welles had acted as he had. He had not 
only acted without consulting me; worse, he had committed his Govern- 
ment to an unwise agreement. He had compromised the all-important issue 
despite the fact that we in the State Department and he from Rio had 
clearly stated in cables our determination that the issue was one that 
could not be compromised. 

The crucial article of the Declaration in its final form stated: 

“The American Republics, in accordance with the procedures es- 
tablidied by their own laws and in conformity with the position and cir- 
cumstances obtaining in each country in the existing continental conflict, 
recommend the breaking of their diplomatic relations with Japan, Ger- 
many, and Italy, since the first-mentioned State attacked and the other 
two declared war on an American country.” 

In addition to the loopholes of “procedures,” “position,” and “cir- 
cumstances,” the Declaration thus contained merely a recommendation 
that the Republics break off diplomatic relations with the Axis. The 
Argentines, who refused to agree to a declaration to break off relations, 
were willing to “recommend” to themselves to break off relations. They 
could now return to Buenos Aires content that they had not been isolated 
at Rio and were still perfectly free to continue relations with the Axis as 
long as they liked, 

Welles sent the President a long telegram the following day to justify 
his position. He argued that if he had not agreed to the Declaration, the 
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united American front would have been broken and Argentina and Chile 
undoubtedly would be turned into hotbeds for Axis activities. 

The fact, however, was the opposite. The united American front had 
already been broken at Rio by Argentina's refusal to sign a real Declara- 
tion. The Declaration that was signed did not achieve the purpose we 
had in mind in going to Rio, namely, to obtain a complete break of the 
Western Hemisphere with the Axis. Argentina and Chile continued their 
diplomatic relations with the Axis, and Argentina did become a hotbed for 
Axis activities. We were to pay heavily in the future for this failure at Rio. 

Although the political discussions revolving around the Declaration 
overshadowed the other work of the conference, the delegates achieved 
many important results. Among these were resolutions relating to the pro- 
duction of strategic materials, to the development of commercial relations 
and transportation facilities in the hemisphere, to measures to be taken 
to interdict commerce with the Axis, to the curbing of subversive activi- 
ties, to postwar problems, and to the creation of an inter-American defense 
board. In the achieving of these resolutions Welles took one of the leading 
roles at the conference. 

Axis propaganda, of course, made much of its claim that the United 
States had suffered a defeat at Rio. Partly to answer this propaganda and 
partly in sincere acknowledgment of the hard and generally fruitful work 
Welles had done at Rio, I cabled him on January 29 my heartiest con- 
gratulations on his part in the over-all success of the conference. 

At this time my health became affected. This was partly because of 
the strain of the long negotiations with the Japanese, many of which I 
had conducted at night following a long day at the office; partly because 
of the intensive work that followed Pearl Harbor; and partly because of 
my deep disappointment at our partial failure at Rio. I had to leave my 
office on February 5 and rest at my apartment for two weeks. Then my 
doctor — ^Matthew W. Perry — ordered a longer rest away from Washing- 
ton. I left Washington for Miami, Florida, on February 19. I delayed my 
departure for one day because Dr. Perry, who was to accompany me, 
lost his associate physician through death. The train I would have taken 
was wrecked, and from our train we saw the overturned locomotive and 
cars lying near the track. 

It was not until some weeks later, on April 20, that I regained 
strength enough to return to my office in the State Department. 

Before my departure I brought to a head two actions which were 
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completed during my absence — a further amendment of the Neutrality 
Act, and a master Lend-Lease agreement with Great Britain. 

I had sent the President a memorandum -on January 28, 1942, en- 
closing for his consideration a dratt message to Congress recommending 
that the Neutrality Act of 1939 be amended to provide that Section 7, 
relating to financial transactions with belligerents, should not be operative 
when the United States was at war. I said I was convinced that Congress 
never intended this section to operate during our belligerency as it now 
did to prevent essential transactions with cobelligerents. 

I added that the proposed amendment had the approval of the Treas- 
ury and Justice Departments and the Federal Reserve. I said I would be 
glad, if the President approved, to obtain the reaction of the Congres- 
sional leaders before he transmitted the message formally to Congress. 

The President returned the memorandum to me with his O.K. We 
thereupon communicated with Senate and House leaders, who concurred 
in our view. The President sent the message to Congress on February 9; 
the Senate and House soon approved; and Mr. Roosevelt signed the bill 
on February 21. 

With regard to the master Lend-Lease agreement with Britain, we 
had had discussions with the British since July, 1941. As I have already 
mentioned, I had been disappointed in Article Four of the Atlantic Char- 
ter, relating to international trade after the war, because it contained 
Mr. ChurchilPs reservation intended to protect the British Empire prefer- 
ential tariff system. Since the signing of the Charter I had had numerous 
exchanges with Britain on this subject, in connection with a proposed 
master Lend-Lease agreement, in the hope of getting Britain to commit 
herself to liberal trade policies following the war. Our discussions had 
dragged on largely because a few Tory members of the British Cabinet 
objected to any provision that would interfere with Empire preference. 
They regarded the Lend-Lease agreement I had in mind as an attempt 
to infringe on British imperial sovereignty. 

I sent the President a memorandum on November 19, 1941, en- 
closing the redraft of a preliminary Lend-Lease agreement with Great 
Britain. I recalled that the State Department, with his approval, had 
given Britain informally a draft agreement in July. The purport of that 
draft was to carry out his instructions that the decision concerning the 
quid pro quo for our Lend-Lease supplies and facilities should be de- 
ferred until a final settlement were reached, and that it should then be 
framed within certain broad principles relating to world peace and inter- 
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national economic relations. We had stated these principles in Article VII 
of the agreement. 

I informed the President that the British had now informally handed 
us a redraft that made no changes of substance in the agreement except 
in Article VII. These changes, I said, grew out of the fear in London that 
our draft would commit the British to a specific commercial policy that 
they could not carry out in the absence of action by the United States and 
other countries to make possible the payment for imports which Britain 
would need in the reconstruction period and after. 

The Department having redrafted the British draft of Article VII,. 
I sent this to the President and said that the Article recognized the need 
for agreed action between the nations, by international and domestic 
measures, to expand production, employment, and exchange and consump- 
tion of goods. Also the necessity for international agreement to eliminate 
all forms of discriminatory treatment in commerce and to reduce tariffs^ 
and trade barriers. Since British Empire preferential tariffs were discrim- 
inatory, they were automatically discarded in this last clause without 
being specifically mentioned. 

The President was in agreement with this position. We informed 
British Ambassador Halifax on December 2 that we had expressed Article 
VII in general terms so as to avoid specific reference to preferential 
arrangements, which reference might cause political embarrassment to- 
the British Government. We added that all such arrangements were in- 
cluded within the scope of our general provisions and that, if the agree- 
ment were published and we were asked to explain what did fall within its 
terms, we proposed to say it was all-inclusive. 

During Prime Minister Churchiirs visit to Washington late in De- 
cember, I brought the pendency of this agreement to the President's 
attention with the thought that he might discuss it with Mr. Churchill. 
Halifax, at my suggestion, discussed it himself with Churchill. 

Halifax came to see me on December 29 and informed me that Mr. 
Churchill said he was too preoccupied to take the matter up here and 
would be obliged to wait until his return to London. I said to the Am- 
bassador that it was very important from our viewpoint that some action 
be taken without much delay, for the reason that another Lend-Lease 
appropriation bill would come up in Congress in January and we would 
be called upon to explain why Britain delayed signing the proposed agree- 
ment. Halifax seemed impressed. We agreed that I should speak to the 
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President before Mr. Churchill returned to Washington from Ottawa and 
Halifax would speak to the Prime Minister. 

I brought up the question with the Prime Minister myself while sit- 
ting beside him at a dinner at the White House on January 12. He was 
categorical in saying he definitely refused to agree to giving up imperial 
tariff preferences and would not accept the inclusion of such a clause in 
the Lend-Lease agreement. 

Mr. Churchill returned to London without having entered into a real 
discussion of the agreement. At the beginning of February the President, 
at my suggestion, cabled Mr. Churchill urging quick affirmative action. 
Ambassador Winant cabled us on February 9 that the British entertained 
a rather vague fear that they were bartering Empire sovereignty in set- 
tlement of a debt. The President sent another urgent message to the 
Prime Minister on February ii. 

The British Cabinet shortly agreed, and the document was signed 
in Washington on February 23. 

In its final form. Article VII stated that the determination of the 
benefits to be provided by Britain in exchange for Lend-Lease should be 
such as not to burden commerce between the two countries, but to pro- 
mote mutually advantageous economic relations between them and the 
betterment of world-wide economic relations. 

It provided that the two countries should agree to action, open to 
participation by all other countries of like mind, directed to the expan- 
sion, by appropriate international and domestic measures, of production, 
employment, and the exchange and consumption of goods, which were 
the material foundations of the liberty and welfare of all peoples; to the 
elimination of all forms of discriminatory treatment in international com- 
merce, and to the reduction of tariffs and other trade barriers; and, in 
general, to the attainment of all the economic objectives set forth in the 
Atlantic Charter. 

This article also set out that conversations would begin between the 
two Governments to determine the best means of attaining these objec- 
tives and of obtaining the participation of other like-minded Governments. 

The agreement, a long step toward the fulfillment, after the war, of 
the economic principles for which I had been fighting for half a century, 
furnished the pattern for our agreements with other countries. Those na- 
tions likewise accepted the article pledging them to liberal international 
commerce when the conflict ended. The foundation was now laid for all 
our later postwar planning in the economic field. 
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THREE ELEMENTS OF CRISIS immediately faced me when 
I returned to Washington on April 20, 1942. All required instant attention. 

One was the fact that the President, by Executive order dated April 
13, 1942, had conferred upon the Board of Economic Warfare, of which 
Vice President Henry Wallace was chairman, sweeping authority to deal 
directly with foreign Governments and to send representatives abroad for 
this purpose, thus virtually creating a second State Department. 

The second was the ominous change wrought in the situation at 
Vichy through the return of Pierre Laval to the Government in the role 
of Premier. 

The third was the fact that Britain was about to sign an agreement 
with Soviet Russia recognizing the incorporation of the Baltic States, 
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia, into the U.S.S.R., thereby running di- 
rectly counter to the provisions of the Atlantic Charter. 

At that moment the military situation was of the blackest. Japan 
had overrun the Philippines, Malaya, Burma, and the Dutch East Indies, 
and won the naval battle of the Java Sea, Germany was preparing a new 
campaign in Russia, and was inflicting appalling losses on our shipping 
in the Atlantic. Accordingly, on my first day back at the office, I issued a 
statement designed to strengthen public confidence in the outcome. 

“I have observed with keen satisfaction,” I said, “the splendid show- 
ing made in the whole war effort of the country during recent months, and 
particularly in the production of war supplies for the fighting fronts. . • , 
I am confident that our Nation and all those who are with us have only 
one watchword: to move forward today and not tomorrow. With this 
will to victory, free men the world over will triumph over the forces of 
barbarism.” 

That same day I had luncheon with the President at the White 
House, as invariably happened when either he or I returned from a trip. 
I took this occasion to go at once with him into the implications of his 
order on the Board of Economic Warfare. 

In the preceding summer the President had set^ up the Economic 
Defense Board, with Henry Wallace as its chairman, which after Pearl 
Harbor became the Board of Economic Warfare. I had recommended to 
Mr. Roosevelt that he give this position to one of the most capable men 
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in the nation, Vance C. McCormick, formerly chairman of the Democratic 
National Committee, who had filled a similar position during the First 
World War with great credit. But the President was unwilling to make 
the appointment. This board took over the function, which the State De- 
partment up to then had exercised, of controlling the export of a long list 
of products needed for our own defense. It was also to buy in other coun- 
tries essential materials for ourselves or the Allies which otherwise would 
go to the Axis. Mr. Wallace, with his usual energy, began at once to make 
the BEW a strong agency capable of fulfilling its important task. We 
now had the situation, unprecedented in our history, of a Vice President 
performing administrative functions. 

While I was absent from Washington, however, Wallace convinced 
the President that his agency did not have sufficient powers to conduct 
its work effectively. Hence the Executive order of April 13. 

This order naturally aroused great concern in the State Department. 
The BEW was given the function of negotiating with foreign Govern- 
ments on economic matters, which function had previously been per- 
formed by the State Department through its Foreign Service and through 
its contacts with the foreign diplomatic representatives in Washington. 
The BEW was empowered to send representatives abroad for this pur- 
pose, who would be responsible solely to it. 

Of enormous importance to us at the State Department was the fact 
that the order could be interpreted — ^and undoubtedly would be inter- 
preted — as giving the BEW the authority to conduct negotiations for a 
postwar economic settlement. Such negotiations involved delicate inter- 
relations of the British Commonwealth, of the British with the Middle 
East, and of the American Republics with one another and with our- 
selves. They could cover the political and even military fields because 
the kind of postwar economic order we were seeking was inextricably 
interwoven with the new dispositions that would have to be made in other 
fields. The BEW alone would determine the terms and conditions under 
which the United Nations were to reciprocate for our Lend-Lease. As has 
already been noted in our negotiations with Britain for a master Lend- 
Lease agreement, these terms did not relate solely to reciprocal goods and 
services but also to the even more vital conditions under which interna- 
tional commercial relations would be conducted after the war. 

The State Department was already bedeviled by the multiplicity of 
Departments and agencies speaking for the government in foreign rela- 
tions, such as the Treasury, the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs, 
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the Coordinator of Information, the Petroleum Coordinator, and the 
Office of Lend-Lease Administration. Foreign diplomats were repeatedly 
coming to us to express their confusion at the number of agencies that 
approached them as the authorized representatives of the United States 
Government. 

The State Department had been performing most of the functions in 
the foreign field being conferred on these new agencies. After war came to 
Europe on September i, 1939, we immediately recognized the need to 
provide an added and diversified field staff to handle our scores of new 
duties abroad. We sent four hundred additional Foreign Service officers 
and clerks to the field for the duration of the war. These included eco- 
nomic analysts, agricultural economists, mineral and petroleum special- 
ists, attaches to work on the proclaimed list of blocked* nationals, on 
freezing regulations, on foreign requirements, and on export control. We 
had permitted the interested agencies to select many of these persons. We 
were also seeking more funds to make the necessary additions to this staff. 

But throughout we insisted on one point; namely, that all our repre- 
sentatives abroad should be responsible to our ambassador or minister 
in the country of their assignment. Also, that they should work under 
him and report through him and the State Department. It was mani- 
festly impossible to have representatives of various American agencies 
running about the world responsible only to their agencies in Washington 
many thousands of miles away. The President himself had agreed to this 
principle in 1939. My associates and I felt that only in this way could we 
maintain a coherent, effective foreign policy. 

On my return to Washington I found that Welles had made a strong 
argument to the President that the Executive order of April 13 was 
exceedingly harmful. He was not able, however, to induce Mr. Roosevelt 
to change his mind. 

Accordingly, I went over this problem with the President myself. 
I did not hesitate to tell him that the State Department could not func- 
tion as it should if the Executive order were to stand. 

The President seemed impressed. He asked me to talk to Wallace and 
then talk with him again, I conferred with Wallace the following morning, 
saw the President later in the morning, and again had luncheon with 
him the next day. During a meeting held in his office, attended by Wal- 
lace, myself, and several others, I saw the President become really angry. 
He turned to Wallace and said, in effect: 'T Was always told that the 
State Department knew about this transfer of authority and agreed to it. 
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Otherwise I would not have signed it.” Wallace replied, in substance. 
^We knew that if you knew that the State Department had not agreed 
to it you would not sign it.” Mr. Roosevelt glowered at him. 

Shortly thereafter the President decided to change his order. He an- 
nounced in his press conference on May i that there was no question but 
that the State Department was in charge of the foreign affairs of the United 
States. Some people had not quite realized that fact, he said, and some 
people in other departments of the Government wanted to run foreign 
affairs. 

On May 20 he issued a “Clarification and Interpretation” of the 
April 13 order. This restored the situation to what it should logically be. 
We were to have difl&culties later with the BEW, but at least our re- 
sjjective jurisdictions were now clear. 

The second problem that faced me on my return — our relations 
with Vichy — ^had already reached a head during my absence. Marshal 
P 4 tain felt obliged on April 15 to call Laval back into the Government 
as Premier, with Admiral Darlan remaining as chief of the armed forces. 
The President decided on the following^ day to recall our Ambassador to 
Vichy, Admiral Leahy, for consultation. 

The death of Mrs. Leahy delayed the Ambassador’s return for sev- 
eral weeks. During that time both Petain and Laval sought to reassure 
us, through Leahy, that the change in the Government did not mean 
French military assistance to the Germans. Laval’s past conduct, how- 
ever, had been so perfidious that we could place no trust in his assurances. 
After Leahy returned to the United States we had no thought of re- 
turning him to Vichy or of sending another ambassador in his stead. 
Nevertheless, there was still value to the United Nations in the continu- 
ance of our relations with Vichy, and we conducted these through our 
experienced, capable Charge d’Affaires, H. Freeman Matthews. 

When British Ambassador Halifax called at my office on April 25, 
1942, I brought up with him the information I had received the day 
before to the effect that Foreign Secretary Eden had notified Canada 
that it was agreeable to Britain for Canada to cease diplomatic relations 
with Vichy and in substance had indicated there was no further occasion 
for diplomatic connections. I commented that it probably would have been 
very advisable to have had a prior conference or an exchange of views 
among the British, Canadian, and United States Governments on the 
whole Vichy and French situation with a view to salvaging whatever 
might be possible for the advantage of the United Nations. 
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“It will apparently not be possible for the United States Government 
long to keep up diplomatic contacts with Vichy/^ I said, “after Canada 
rebuffs that Government. This is especially so because British propa- 
ganda agencies are continuing their past policy of making it appear that 
the British Government is not only opposed to American diplomatic 
relations with Vichy but that in some respects those relations are of a 
sinister nature.” 

Halifax immediately began to urge that for various reasons we 
should not dissolve relations with the Vichy Government, but I repeated 
that we, of course, could not be left out on a limb by ourselves very long 
in these circumstances. 

Canada limited her action to recalling her representative at Vichy 
for consultation, without severing diplomatic relations. 

I had with Halifax, on May 4, a thorough thrashing out of our re- 
lations with Vichy. I said that, while maintaining relations with Vichy, 
this Government had bitterly opposed everything the Vichy Govern- 
ment stood for in the way of denial of the aspirations of the French 
people for the restoration of their freedom, free institutions, and their 
way of life. At the same time we had most strongly and consistently op- 
posed everything the Vichy Government stood for that was of a pro- 
German or pro-Hitler nature. We had also uniformly asserted to the 
world that the Vichy Government did not represent the French people and 
the true interests of France. 

“This Government,” I continued, “has therefore continued relations 
with the Government at Vichy solely for the advantages derived from 
having representatives in Vichy France, French Africa, and elsewhere, 
affording channels for our insistent demands that the Vichy Government 
observe the rules of neutrality and not go beyond the terms of the armis- 
tice. This position is calculated to safeguard the French fleet and bases 
from being transferred to Hitler or Axis agencies. It is based solely on 
a policy of promoting to the fullest extent the military progress of the 
twenty-six United Nations.” 

As for the Free French, I said we were continuing to give them the 
fullest possible military cooperation but we did not contemplate their 
political recognition. 

Halifax said that his Government, in his opinion, while supporting 
De Gaulle to an unlimited extent militarily, would likewise support him 
in dealing with any local situation arising in connection with the prose- 
cution of the war, but that this was entirely different from political 



LAVAL VERSUS DE GAULLE 


1159 


recognition in the broader sense, that is, recognition of the De Gaulle 
group as a political Government either now or in the postwar period. 

Bearing in mind that the British dealings with the Free French 
were confined mainly to London, I inquired whether this course was prac- 
ticable, especially in cases where it might be necessary for a military 
force to move rapidly and to work with any local officials who might be 
in control. 

I further asked whether his Government would be disposed to urge 
the organization of a French political committee to work coordinately 
with the De Gaulle military committee in order to compose all angles of 
the situation, Halifax said he would query his Government on this point. 

I should have liked to see created a Free French political committee 
headed by a noted Frenchman. One of the tragedies of the De Gaulle 
situation, however, was that De Gaulle had attracted to himself not a 
single eminent Frenchman. The very few who had gotten away from 
France distrusted him or could not work with him. 

De Gaulle had the unhappy faculty of alienating most of those of 
any nationality with whom he came into contact, while at the same time 
undoubtedly inspiring millions of Frenchmen who were far removed from 
him. He delivered speeches in the spring of 1942 which in effect criti- 
cized both Britain and the United States. His followers quarreled with 
the British in Syria. 

As I remarked to Halifax on May 4, De Gaulle was reported to be 
on not too good terms with most British officials except Prime Minister 
Churchill, and with most French officials except the Governor of Central 
Africa and the civil governor in New Caledonia. 

On the day I had this conversation with Halifax, the British occu- 
pied the French island of Madagascar, off Ae east coast of Africa. We 
informed French Ambassador Henry-Haye that evening, along with our 
Embassy jn Vichy, and made public, that *‘this occupation has the full 
approval and support of the Government of the United States. The island 
of Madagascar presents the definite danger to the United Nations of 
occupation or use by the Axis Powers, especially Japan.” 

We added that in view of the fact that Madagascar would be held 
in trust for France, any warlike act permitted by the French Government 
against the British or American Governments would have to be regarded 
by the United States Government as an attack upon the United Nations 
as a whole. 

Vichy, of course, protested this action. But De Gaulle also protested 
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to the British because, wishing to avoid a further spectacle of Frenchmen 
fighting Frenchmen, they had not included Free French troops in their 
expeditionary force against Madagascar. 

I sent the President a memorandum on May 5 in which I gave him 
the State Department’s latest views on De Gaulle and his group. “It is 
evident from numerous indications,” we said, “that the Free French 
national commissioners who constitute the committee and who have under- 
taken the functions of ministers are now endeavoring to create the future 
Government of France, and a political character is being sought for the 
committee, whereas it is apparent that the main reason for its existence 
has been to preserve the symbol of French resistance. In this latter char- 
acter it has secured the bulk of its adherents. 

“It is questionable whether it would continue to command the sup- 
port now manifest should it be given primarily a political character as 
seems intended, as evidenced, for example, by General de Gaulle’s speech 
of April I, 1942. This speech can only be interpreted as a demand for 
complete recognition by the United Nations of the Free French as the 
leaders and representatives of France of the future. It is, however, clearly 
evident that the French people who have rallied to General de Gaulle as 
the head of a military movement are not prepared to regard him as the 
future leader of France.” 

A few days later the President and I agreed to send a small mission 
to Martinique for direct negotiations with Governoj: Robert. Our purpose 
was to make it impossible for the French Caribbean possessions to furnish 
any aid to the Axis, especially to submarines that were appearing in that 
area. The mission was headed by Admiral John H. Hoover, who was 
accompanied by Samuel Reber, Assistant Chief of the State Department’s 
Division of European Affairs. We publicly stated that the direct negotia- 
tions were necessitated by Laval’s collaboration policy. 

Vichy again objected, but so did De Gaulle. After many months of 
negotiation we were able, however, to arrive at a comprehensive agree- 
ment with Governor Robert. 

French Ambassador Henry-Haye came to me on May ii to attempt 
an elaborate apologia for Laval. He argued that Laval had a difficult and 
trying job, but that he would not hurt the United States; that he was 
not a tricky man as some thought, but that he did on occasion use words 
direct and even brutal. 

I replied that, regardless of what he and certain others around Laval 
thought of him, every person in this country was convinced that he was 
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associated with Hitler. This Government could not consider for a mo- 
ment any negotiations with Laval with regard to the French Caribbean 
possessions. Laval was avowedly pro-Hitler in every possible gpngA and 
was very desirous of seeing Hitler win the war, whereas all Americans 
were unanimously of the view that Hitlerism personified everything that 
was inhuman and calculated, if Hitler succeeded, to inflict the greatest 
blow to the human race since the dawn of history. 

What result we could have expected from any negotiations with the 
Petain Government over Martinique was proved two months later when 
the President proposed to Marshal Petain that the portion of the French 
fleet at Alexandria, Egypt, should be sent through the Suez Pangl to 
some American or neutral port in the Western Hemi^here. Mr. Roosevelt 
guaranteed that the warships would not be used by the American or Brit- 
ish Governments and would be returned to France at the end of the war. 
At that moment the ships were in danger of falling into German 'han/lc 
because of the disastrous British defeat in Libya which threw our Ally 
back almost to the Nile 

Laval, however, rejected this proposal, along with a further sugges- 
tion from the President that the warships should be sent to Martinique 
for demobilization until the end of the war. Laval proposed instead that 
the diips go to a near-by French port, where, of course, they also would 
be within seizing distance of the Germans. 

Despite Laval’s return to power, the President and I were resolved 
to differentiate between our policy toward Vichy and our policy toward 
French North Africa. Our relations with Vichy were on a basis of virtual 
hostility, but we still sought to keep our relations with North Africa as 
friendly as possible. 

During my absence frran Washington in April, the State Department 
had temporarily suspended our shipments of supplies to North Africa 
when Laval regained power. It was obvious, however, that after our en- 
trance into the war. North Africa had become one of our most vital stra- 
tegic areas. German occupation of the area would have brought the Nazis 
to West Africa and therefore to the South Atlantic, with all the prospects 
of threat and danger to the Western Hemisphere implicit in that position. 
We therefore had to keep French North Africa with us until we ourselves 
were able to t^e positive action there. 

We knew that the Vichy Government had allowed supplies to go 
from Tunis to the German Army in Libya. We also knew that some 
strategic materials produced in North Africa were reaching Gemumy by 
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way of Vichy France. But we knew as well that by continuing our close 
contact with French North Africa we could count on a large portion of 
the civil and military administration when the time came. And likewise, 
through the control officials we had been able to install in French North 
Africa to supervise the economic accord with that area, we were being 
closely and accurately informed on all developments relating to the colo- 
nies and to the Axis armistice commissions. The advantages of intimate 
contact with French North Africa clearly outweighed the disadvantages. 

Contemplating resumption of our shipments of supplies to French 
North Africa, we requested opinions on the subject from Secretary of War 
Stimson and from the Coordinator of Information, William J. Donovan. 
Both of them wrote us that it would be of value to continue the ship- 
ments. With the President’s approval, I thereupon announced on June 
12 , 1942, that shipments would be resumed. 

The shipments we were able to make between then and our landing 
in North Africa on November 8 were small. We were confronted at every 
turn by the Board of Economic Warfare, which could see the situation 
only in the narrow light of keeping supplies from the enemy and could 
not envisage the broader aspects and potentialities of our contact with the 
French colonies. Although the President issued instructions on July 29 
that the economic accord with North Africa was to be carried out with- 
out interruption or delay, the Board of Economic Warfare interfered in- 
cessantly. 

In June, during the visit of Winston Churchill to Washington, the 
President and the Prime Minister agreed that an army should be sent to 
French North Africa toward the end of the year. 

The President was still resolved that General- de Gaulle should not 
be included in this expedition or even informed of it, for the reasons 
already stated. He knew, however, that this decision would inevitably 
arouse De Gaulle’s irascibility. He therefore suggested to the British that 
De' Gaulle might be invited to visit Washington. But both Foreign Sec- 
retary Eden and Ambassador Winant dissuaded him. Eden thought it 
would take more than an invitation to Washington to keep De Gaulle 
quiet if he got wind of what was afoot, and Winant pointed out that 
the invitation would make a bad impression on the French leaders in 
North Africa. 

The British Government on July 3 recognized De Gaulle’s French 
National Committee as the symbol of resistance to the Axis of French 
nationals who did not accept capitulation. It was apparent to us that 
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larger segments of the French population were rallying to De Gaulle 
than before. The restoration of Laval had alienated thousands of French- 
men who had clung to Petain and who now, with nowhere else to turn, 
fastened their hopes on De Gaulle. We therefore offered to arrange for 
consultation and cooperation between our military authorities and those 
of the French National Committee. 

After consulting with the President, I cabled Ambassador Winant to 
this effect on July 7, and on July 9 he handed De Gaulle a note that 
began by saying: 

“The Government of the United States recognizes the contribution 
of General de Gaulle and the work of the French National Committee in 
keeping alive the spirit of French traditions and institutions and believes 
that the military aims necessary for an effective prosecution of the war, 
and hence the realization of our combined aims, are best advanced by 
lending all possible military assistance and support to the French National 
Committee as a symbol of French resistance in general against the Axis 
Powers.” 

We further said that we would continue to deal with the local Free 
French officials in effective control of their respective territories, but that 
we would centralize with the National Committee in London the discus- 
sion of those matters relating to the prosecution of the war, and we were 
therefore prepared to appoint representatives in London for this purpose. 

De Gaulle^ accepted at once, and Admiral Harold R. Stark, formerly 
Chief of Naval Operations, and Brigadier General Charles L. Bolte were 
named the American representatives. 

De Gaulle, however, quickly wanted this initiative to assume more 
significance than it carried. He wanted to be taken into the Anglo-Ameri- 
can-Russian military discussions, and he still sought some form of recog- 
nition in the political sphere. Ambassador Winant reported to us in August 
that the Free French wanted to be asked to sign the United Nations 
Declaration because they felt that such adherence would make them up- 
per as the French provisional Government. He added that the British 
Foreign Office supported this view with the thought that it would create 
greater unity among the French. 

It was De Gaulle’s constant insistence on political recognition, how- 
ever, that excited so much suspicion against him. If he, as an Army gen- 
eral, had thrown himself wholeheartedly into the fight against the Axis 
in a military sense, if he had actually led French troops against the enemy 
wherever possible instead of spending most of his time in London, he 
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could have rallied far more support to himself among the French and 
among the United Nations. Instead, his own dictatorial attitude, coupled 
with his adventures in the political field, inevitably inspired the thought 
that he was trying to develop a political standing that would make him 
the next ruler of France. 

Meantime, however, other ambitions, those of Russia, had been giv- 
ing us much work and more anxiety. 



85 : Stalin’s Ambitions 


ONE OF THE GREATEST preoccupations of the President and 
me during the first half of 1942 was Russia’s suddenly revealed terri- 
torial aims in Europe, coupled with her determination to indu ce the West- 
ern Allies to guarantee them in advance. 

This important and troublesome development came to during 
British Foreign Secretary Eden’s visit to Moscow in December, 1941. 

Several months prior to this visit we began to learn from Ambassador 
Steinhardt in Moscow that relations between Britain and Russia were 
strained over the fact that Prime Minister Churchill had not acquiesced 
in Stalin’s insistance that a British army be sent to Murmansk or Rostov 
to relieve pressure on the Red Army. 

Then on December 4, 1941, Ambassador Winant in London cabled 
the President and me that Eden was leaving for Moscow on Sunday (Pearl 
Harbor Sunday). Stalin had cabled Churchill that an understanding should 
be reached not only on military matters but also on war aims and on plans 
for a postwar organmtion of the peace. Stalin, Winant said, seemed in a 
suspicious, even resentful mood. 

The Soviet Ambassador in Londcm, Ivan M. Maisky, according to 
Winant, had already indicated that his Government felt it should have 
been consulted beforehand regarding the Atlantic Charter, althou^ 
Maisky in September announced his Government’s agreement with the 
fundamental principles set forth therein. Russia, Winant reported, was 
suspicious that the British and ourselves aimed at excluding her from the 
peace and postwar settlement, and that we would not be prepared to take 
sufficiently harsh measures in that settlement to render Germany harm- 
less. 

When this telegram arrived I was intensely absorbed in the rush of 
events immediately preceding Pearl Harbor. I therefore asked Ray Ather- 
ton, Chief of the European Division, to draft a reply along lines we agreed 
to. I read this over, approved it and^sent it and Winant’s message to the 
President, who returned it with his O.K. 

In this telegram, which we asked Winant to read to Eden person- 
ally, we said that, as proof of our policy of aid to Russia, we had recently 
sent representatives (the Harriman Mission) to the Soviet Union who 
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had entered into an agreement with the Soviet Government on our fur- 
nishing of supplies. 

We said it was our conviction that the test of our good faith with 
regard to the Soviet Union was the measure of our fulfillment of this 
agreement. 

As for our postwar policies, we pointed out that these had been out- 
lined in the Atlantic Charter which represented the attitude also of Great 
Britain and the Soviet Union. 

We then concluded that it would be unfortunate were any of these 
three Governments to express any willingness to enter into commitments 
regarding specific terms of the postwar settlement. We would, of course, 
expect a continuation of discussions among the several Governments 
toward the fullest possible agreement on basic policies and toward later 
arrangements at the proper time and with full public knowledge. When 
Hitler was defeated, the Soviet Government would participate no less than 
Britain and the United States in an effort to restore peace and order. 
But no commitments as to individual countries should be entered into 
at this time lest they jeopaidize the aims we all shared in common, look- 
ing toward an enduring peace. It would be unfortunate if we approached 
the peace conference thus hampered. Above all, there must be no secret 
accords. 

Furthermore, we pointed out the constitutional limitation by which 
this Government was bound, meaning the necessity for Senate approval of 
treaties. We said it would be difficult if not impossible for us to imple- 
ment the common understanding among the three big powers by a more 
detailed agreement at this time. 

We assured Britain that our basic policy of aid to her was no less 
strong than our policy of aid to Russia. And we concluded that we were 
thus very frankly indicating our position on the eve of Eden^s departure 
for Moscow so that he would have no misunderstanding on that score. 

It was clear to us that Eden would be confronted at Moscow with 
specific territorial demands. Stalin did lay such demands before Eden in 
their first conversations. He wanted Britain’s immediate agreement to 
the restoration of Russia’s borders to what they were prior to Hitler’s 
attack. Concretely, the Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, 
also portions of Finland, Poland, and Rumania would be incorporated in 
the U.SS.R. The Polish border would be based on the “Curzon Line” 
which was approximately the Russo-German boundary following the par- 
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tition of Poland in 1939. Rumania should also give Russia special facili- 
ties for bases, and in return receive certain Hungarian territory. 

Stalin also proposed the restoration of Austria as an independent 
state, the detachment of the Rhineland from Germany as an independent 
state or protectorate; possibly the constitution of an independent state of 
Bavaria; the transfer of East Prussia to Poland, the return of the Sudet- 
enland to Czechoslovakia; Yugoslavia should be restored and receive cer- 
tain additional territory from Italy; Albania should be reconstituted as 
an independent state; Turkey should receive the Dodecanese islands, with 
possible readjustments of Aegean islands in favor of Greece, Turkey might 
also receive some territory from Bulgaria and in Northern Syria; Germany 
should pay reparations in kind, particularly in machine tools, but not 
in money. 

Stalin said to Eden that the conclusion of any Anglo-Soviet agree- 
ment would depend on whether the two countries reached an agreement on 
the future Soviet frontiers, particularly the inclusion of the Baltic States 
and the restoration of the Finnish-Soviet frontier of 1940. 

Stalin said he was willing to support any arrangements Britain might 
make for securing bases in the Western European countries, France, Bel- 
gium, The Netherlands, Norway, and Denmark. 

Eden parried these demands by saying that for many reasons it was 
impossible for him to enter into a secret agreement, one of which was 
that he was pledged to the United States Government not to do so. 
Stalin and he agreed that Eden should take these provisions back to 
London for discus*sion with the British Cabinet, and they should be 
communicated to the United States. 

When Eden returned to London he loaned his papers and notes to 
*\mbassador Winant, who sent us a comprehensive account of the con- 
versations in a series of cables. 

At the State Department we gave intensive study to these cables. 
Two of our most capable officers, James C. Dunn, Political Adviser on 
European Affairs, and Ray Atherton, headed this study. Following several 
conversations, I requested them to draw up a full memorandum for the 
President along lines we agreed to. 

I sent this to the President on February 4, 1942. In an accompany- 
ing letter I referred to the telegram I had sent Ambassador Winant on 
December 5, and said: 

“I am inclined to the opinion that the policies which we outlined 
in our telegram to Ambassador Winant are sound and that a deviation 
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therefrom would be unfortunate, particularly just now when we are en- 
deavoring to unite all forces opposed to the Axis on the primary task of 
defeating the enemy. 

“In that telegram we took the position that the test of our good faith 
with regard to the Soviet Union should not be our willingness to agree 
to the recognition of extended Soviet frontiers at this time, but rather the 
degree of determination which we show loyally to carry out our promises 
to aid the Soviet Government with equipment and supplies. 

“I am sure that you will agree with me that by our actions we should 
make it clear to the Soviet Government in the future to an ever greater 
degree that we are doing our utmost to live up to our promises.’* 

In the memorandum to the President we pointed out that Stalin had 
attached so much importance to the question of an immediate settle- 
ment of boundaries that Eden had indicated to Stalin he would en- 
deavor to obtain a favorable decision from his Government. We there- 
fore considered it likely that the British Government would approach our 
Government shortly and request that we state our position with regard to 
Britain’s making certain territorial commitments to the Soviet Union or 
that we approve certain commitments which Britain might desire to make. 

We recalled to the President that our Government thus far had not 
recognized as Soviet territory any of the areas that had been annexed to 
the Soviet Union since the outbreak of the European War. Our attitude 
had been predicated on our general policy not to recognize any territorial 
changes that had been made in European frontiers since the outbreak of 
the war and not to enter into any territorial commitments that might 
hamper the proceedings of the postwar peace conference. 

“It is believed,” we said, “that it would be unfortunate if, at the 
present time, an ally of the Anierican Government of such standing as 
Great Britain, which also has thus far refused to make any commit- 
ments of a territorial nature on the European continent, should begin bar- 
gaining with the Soviet Union or any other continental country with re- 
gard to frontiers. There is little doubt that if the principle is once ad- 
mitted that agreements relating to frontiers may be entered into prior to 
the peace conference, the association of nations opposed to the Axis, 
which thus far has been based upon the common aim of defeating the 
enemy, may be weakened by the introduction among its members of mu- 
tual suspicion and by efforts of various members to intrigue in order to 
obtain commitments with regard to territory at the expense of other 
members.” 
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We further stated our belief that Britain’s assent to Stalin’s terri- 
torial demands would result in only temporary improvement in relations 
between Britain and Russia. “If the British Government,” we said, “with 
the tacit or expressed approval of this Government, should abandon the 
principle of no territorial commitments prior to the peace conference, it 
would be placed in a difficult position to resist additional Soviet demands 
relating to frontiers, territory, or to spheres of influence which would al- 
most certainly follow whenever the Soviet Government would finrf itself 
in a favorable bargaining position. 

“There is no doubt that the Soviet Government has tremendous am- 
bitions with regard to Europe and that at some time or other the United 
States and Great Britain will be fcarced to state that they cannot agree, 
at least in advance, to all of its demands. It would seem that it is prefer- 
able to take a firm attitude now, rather than to retreat and to be com- 
pelled to take a firm attitude later when our position had been weakened 
by the abandonment of the general principles referred to above.” 

We thought it likely that Stalin would make use of all the weapons at 
his disposal to attain immediate recognition of some territorial gainc He 
might refuse at least temporarily to cooperate with Britain and the United 
States. He might insinuate that he would make a s^arate peace with 
Germany. He would no doubt endeavor, through the Communist Parties 
in the United States and Britain, to bring pressure on the British and 
American Governments. But we warned that, if those Governments suc- 
cumbed to such pressure, Stalin would be encouraged to resort to similar 
tactics later in order to obtain further and more far-reaching rfAmati/la 

We pointed out that Stedin’s in^tence on obtaining at least certain 
territorial commitments at this time could be ascribed to three desires. 
One was to break down the principle of not making any territorial com- 
mitments prior to the peace conference. The second was to use such recog- 
nition as justification of the Soviet invasion of Poland and the Baltic 
States and the 1939-1940 war against Finland. The third was to have 
promises with regard to Soviet frontiers which might be useful to him at 
the peace conference in case the war should end with a weakened Soviet 
Union not occupying the territories he was demanding. 

Our agreeing to Stalin’s demands, we added, would have an unfor- 
tunate effect upon the attitude of small countries everywhere toward the 
United States and Britain and also of countries that were e^ecially op- 
posed to the spread of Commimism. It might well be regarded by the 
Latin American Rqiublics as a departure from the principles we had 
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hitherto advocated. It would give concern to the Vatican. It would affect 
the integrity of the Atlantic Charter. (In the first two clauses of the 
Charter the signatories declared that they sought no aggrandizement, ter- 
ritorial or other, and that they desired to see no territorial changes that 
did not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned.) 
And it would afford a wonderful opportunity to German propaganda. 

In handing this memorandum to the President, I hoped he would be 
able to discuss it with Prime Minister Churchill in the course of the 
direct exchanges they were constantly having on the progress of the war. 
It seemed to me we were in great danger of relapsing into the practice 
of the Allies during the First World War, when they concluded a series of 
secret treaties splitting up among themselves territories belonging to the 
Central Powers. These secret treaties had become one of the principal 
weapons of the isolationists in the United States in the period between 
the two wars. At least one of the provisions of the Atlantic Charter had 
been especially devised to prevent the same old device of power politics 
from being revived. 

I could sympathize fully with Stalin’s desire to protect his western 
borders from future attack. But I felt that this security could best be 
obtained through a strong postwar peace organization. And it certainly 
could be achieved without the necessity of absorbing the life of the Baltic 
peoples, who possessed a strong feeling of independence, into that of the 
U.S.S.R. 

The President felt that the Soviet Union was legitimately entitled to 
obtain full security at the end of the war, but this security would neces- 
sarily depend on the solution of many problems still outstanding, one of 
which was the status of Germany. The security that the Soviet Union 
should rightly obtain would depend upon the type of Germany to be es- 
tablished after the war, and he recalled that the Atlantic Charter had 
clearly called for the disarmament of Germany. 

Thus the matter stood when I became ill in February. After I re- 
turned to my office on April 20 I found that events had moved in the 
wrong direction. Prime Minister Churchill seemed reluctantly determined 
to go ahead with the accord, and Stalin continued to press for an imme- 
diate »gnature« 

The President had accepted our view at the State Department that 
such an accord would be both dangerous and unwise. He had sent mes- 
sages to Churchill and to Stalin strongly urging our point of view. To 
Stalin he e^ressed the willingness of the United States to support the 
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Soviet Union in seeking, in postwar adjustments, all legitimate measures 
necessary to ensure the security of the U.S.S.R. Stalin, in effect, refused 
to discuss the question with us, however, on the grounds that it was a 
matter between Russia and Britain. Churchill informed the President that 
his Government had finally determined to conclude the treaty. 

The British could not help but remember that their own protracted 
discussions with the Russians in 1939 over these same Baltic States might 
have been one of the causes of Stalin’s signing an agreement with Hitler 
instead of with Chamberlain. They did not want their relations with 
Russia to go sour again. They feared lest, in those circumstances, Stalin 
might negotiate a separate peace with Germany. 

The only concession the British had felt able to make to our view- 
point was that the treaty would be public, not secret. The President in- 
formed Mr. Churchill that this Government would not indicate approval 
of the treaty either directly or indirectly. 

Then, in the face of Churchill’s belief that Britain had to sign, the 
President suggested a compromise. This was that Lithuanians, Latvians, 
Estonians, and Finns who did not wish to be incorporated into Russia 
should have the right to leave those territories with their properties. He 
thought this would be more in accord with the Atlantic Charter. Welles 
communicated this to British Ambassador Halifax on April i, and the 
British passed it on to the Russians. 

Generally my associates at the State Department, with the exception 
of Welles, opposed this suggestion, as did I, on several grounds, one being 
that it would result in untold hardships for the peoples who would be 
transferred, and another being that the fact of our making such a sug- 
gestion could be taken to signify our concurrence in the absorption of 
the Baltic Republics into Russia on condition that the suggestions were 
carried out. 

Ambassador Winant was in Washington on leave when I got back to 
my office. I saw him on April 21 and 27 and made very emphatic our 
opposition to the proposed Anglo-Soviet treaty embracing territorial 
clauses. Several days after Winant returned to London, he cabled us on 
May 4 that Foreign Commissar Molotov was expected in London within 
forty-eight hours to complete the negotiations for the treaty, which would 
include British recognition of the Russian froniiers of June, 1941, with 
respect to the Baltic States and Finland. He said that, although Eden had 
pressed the President’s suggestion upon the Russians, they had thus far 
failed to include it in their draft. Churchill and Eden said to Winant that 
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Stalin had made the Baltic States and Finland issue the basis of trust in 
Britain as a friendly ally, and they felt that if mutual confidence could be 
established with Russia this would mean much in the prosecution of the 
war and in building future peace. 

Winant suggested to us that Molotov, after arriving in London and 
engaging in preliminary discussions concerning the treaty, could then go 
on to Washington for the visit that the President had invited him to make. 
Meantime the text could be communicated to Moscow and the final phra- 
seology agreed upon, whereafter Molotov could return to London to sign it. 

We rejected this idea on the grounds that the impression might 
thereby be created that Molotov had come to the United States to gain 
our consent to the treaty, that we had given it, and that he had then 
returned to affix his signature. 

After some delay Molotov arrived in London on May 20 and the 
issue quickly rose to a climax. Winant cabled the President and me on 
May 21 that, during the first meeting held that morning, the Russians 
still stuck to their original demand for the Baltic States and the Finnish 
boundary of 1940. Eden explained to Molotov the strong opposition of the 
United States to agreeing to boundary settlements during the war, and 
the close relationship of Britain and the United States. Molotov replied 
that there was also Russian public opinion to be taken into account. 

At this point I sent the President another memorandum, which was 
even stronger than the one of February 4. It bluntly expressed our belief 
that signature of the proposed Aftglo-Soviet treaty, with the territorial 
clauses included, would be a terrible blow to the whole cause of the United 
Nations. We proposed that a final telegram along these lines be sent to 
Winant to be communicated to the British. 

We indicated that, if the treaty in its proposed form were signed, we 
might not be able to remain silent since silence might give tacit consent. 
On the contrary we might have to issue a separate statement clearly 
stating that we did not subscribe to its principles and clauses. This would 
be a sharp break within the United Nations, on this point at least, but 
there was no other course we could logically pursue. 

Our memorandum was so strong that we were in some fear lest the 
President disapprove it. Mr. Roosevelt, however, quickly returned it with 
his O.K., and we immediately sent Winant a cable repeating its substance. 

The British position now began to veer toward our view. Winant 
cabled us on May 24 that up until noon of the day before, both the British 
and the Russians appeared to consider an agreement unlikely. Molotov 
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had brought up the question of agreeing to Russia’s possession of eastern 
Poland, which Eden rejected as being incompatible with the August 25, 
1939, British-Polish agreement. Eden again advanced the President’s 
suggestion to allow the Baltic peoples who wished to do so to emigrate 
elsewhere, but Molotov refused to accept it. Molotov also desired a secret 
agreement whereby the British would agree to support Russian claims 
relative to the Rumanian frontiers. 

Eden at this point suggested a substitute treaty of alliance between 
Russia and Britain omitting all reference to frontiers. 

By the evening of the 23rd the Russians began to give way, Winant 
informed us. They withdrew their demands relative to Poland. They 
agreed to a compromise on the clause permitting the withdrawal of Baltic 
peoples. They dropped their proposal for a secret agreement relating to 
Rumania and Finland, but proposed instead that a clause be inserted 
whereby Britain would recognize Russian special interests in those coun- 
tries. 

Winant saw Molotov at the Russian Embassy on the evening of 
May 24. He informed Molotov of telegrams the Department had sent him 
stating that we were preparing to discuss commercial policy with the 
Russians and were also attempting to evolve a relief program including 
Russia. Winant expressed our interest in a second front, which was the 
other of Molotov’s two objectives in going to London. He emphasized 
to Molotov that the President and I were both opposed to introducing 
frontier problems at this time. He said that he had presented to the Presi- 
dent and me the Soviet view on this point as best he could, but that both 
of us definitely opposed frontier agreements in an Anglo-Soviet treaty. 

Molotov listened attentively and said that the President’s views on 
this matter warranted serious consideration. 

Molotov asked whether Winant had seen Eden’s draft treaty omit- 
ting all reference to boundaries. Winant said he had because he had co- 
operated with Eden in trying to arrive at a treaty omitting this reference 
which the Russians might find satisfactory. Molotov said he would again 
consider Eden’s draft and might delay making a decision until he had 
seen the President, This appeared to be a definite concession. 

The following morning Molotov requested permission from Stalin to 
negotiate an agreement with Britain on the basis of Eden’s draft. Stalin 
suggested minor modifications, to which the British agreed, tending to 
emphasize the alliance character of the treaty after the war. 
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The treaty, without any territorial provisions, was signed the next 
day, May 26 , 1 was enormously relieved. 

Within a week after the signing of the Anglo-Soviet alliance. Foreign 
Commissar Molotov was in Washington. Since his conversations were 
mainly military, they were conducted chiefly with the President and the 
President’s military advisers. Molotov was pressing strongly for the crea- 
tion of a second front in Europe in 1942. One phrase of the communique 
issued by the White House on June ii — “full understanding was reached 
with regard to the urgent tasks of creating a second front in Europe in 
1942” — ^was to give us trouble with Russia later on. 

I called on Molotov on June 3 and had with him an extended con- 
versation during which we agreed that full cooperation between our two 
countries was essential not only for ourselves but also for the world. Then 
and during our numerous conversations at Moscow in 1943 I found Molo- 
tov to be a quiet-mannered, very agreeable man who confined his talk 
strictly to the serious emergency matters pending. At our first meeting 
in Washington he was not too easy to approach, and seemingly kept a 
reserved attitude, although at Moscow he became more affable. He early 
impressed me with his ability, shrewdness, and resourcefulness. 

Recalling to Molotov the information concerning Hitler’s plans to 
attack Russia which I had had Welles pass on to Ambassador Oumansky 
in January, 1941, I jokingly said that some day, when we had won the 
war and he and I and others were sitting around the peace table planning 
for world restoration on soimd and healthy lines, I might then presume 
to inquire just when it dawned on the Soviet Government that Hitler 
would attack them. Molotov came right back by saying this conclusion 
had been reached in April or May, but that of course most oi the Russian 
people did not believe it until after the war was actually on. 

I brought up with Molotov the discouraging situation in China. The 
United Nations’ series of defeats at the hands of the Japanese during the 
first half of 1942, plus the fact that the Japanese had cut the Burma Road 
and that China was now virtually isolated from her friends with the ex- 
ception of Russia, had inflicted a serious blow to Chinese morale. 

Eaily in the year I had prepared an appeal to Congress in support 
of a projected $500,000,000 loan to China, which Assistant Secretary 
Long read for me on February 3 to the House Foreign Affairs Committee. 
I pointed out the great sacrifices China had already made during nearly 
five years of war, and the importance of China in the common struggle 
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against the Axis, Congress approved the loan, and the agreemept was 
signed on March 21. The day before my talk with Molotov I signed with 
Chinese Foreign Minister T. V. Soong a master Lend-Lease agreement 
almost identical with that we had reached with Britain. 

Nevertheless, I was forced to remark to Molotov that our dispatches 
from Chungking had been very disquieting. Chiang Kai-shek, believing 
that he was not receiving anything like adequate consideration and co- 
operation, especially from the United States, was greatly discouraged and 
in very low spirits. I said we had done everything we could to reassure 
the Generalissimo that we were as much interested in the success of China 
in the war as in the success of other allied nations. But because of our 
necessities on other fronts and because of the difficulties of transportation 
now that the Burma Road was closed to us, we had not been able to fur- 
nish China with all the supplies she insisted upon, 

Molotov immediately emphasized Russia’s preoccupation with the 
Western battle front. 

I replied that I fully appreciated the situation and therefore made 
no request of the Soviet Government. But I added that I did not know 
but that the Soviet Government might still have some standing with 
Chiang Kai-shek and could extend its own verbal assurances to the Chi- 
nese Government even though the Russians were in no position to aid ia 
any other way. Molotov agreed to consider this. 

The day before my long talk with Molotov, the President had asked 
Congress for declarations of war against Hungary, Rumania, and Bul- 
garia. The first two were actively fighting Russia, and Bulgaria was serv- 
ing as a German base of operations. 

All three had declared war against us at the time of the German and 
Italian declarations, but by the President’s wish we had held off asking for 
declarations of war against them. Mr. Roosevelt had sent me ^ note on 
December 12, 1941, which read: 

“I see by tonight’s bulletins that the Government of Slovakia has 
declared the existence of a state of war with the United States. 

‘‘Also that the Government of Hungary has done so, or is about to do 
the same thing. 

“Other puppet Governments may join, 

“It is my present thought that the United States should pay no at- 
tention to any of these declarations of war against us by puppet Gov- 
ernments.” 
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On the following day he asked me to inform the Congressional leaders 
of this viewpoint, so that they would not press for declarations of war. 
This I did. 

The President sent me a further note on January 31, 1942, saying: 

“I think that for the record it would be a rather ingenuous thing to do 
if you were to send a letter to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations telling them that for their information 
Hungary and Rumania and Bulgaria and Siam have all declared war on 
the United States, giving the date of the action of each country. Then I 
would merely add that this is sent for the information of the Committees 
only and that in your judgment no action is necessary, either by the 
Congress or by the Executive Branch of the Government! 

‘T. D. R. 

*T.S. If my boy Johnny were doing it he would add as a postscript, 
^SO WHATr ’’ 

I accordingly wrote letters on February 7 to this effect to Senator 
Connally and Representative Bloom, chairmen of the committees men- 
tioned. 

Rumania, Hungary, and Bulgaria were giving Germany increasing 
assistance, however. On March 24, 1942, the State Department cabled our 
Legation in Bern to request Switzerland to inform those Governments 
that we had not declared war against them because they were vassals of 
Germany, but now that they were engaged in military activities directed 
against us and were planning to extend them we intended declaring war 
unless they gave prompt evidence of a definite character that they would 
not assist the Axis Powers. Switzerland agreed, but the move was without 
effect. 

Since the three Governments were extending their military activities, 
the Department drew up a draft on April 16 of a message that the Presi- 
dent might send to Congress to recommend the declaration of a state 
of war. We held this for some weeks in the hope that the threat of 
such a declaration might induce Rumania, Hungary, and Bulgaria to 
lessen their assistance to Germany. When this hope proved vain, I sent the 
draft to the President on June i. He transmitted it to Congress the fol- 
lowing day; appropriate resolutions declaring war were quickly passed; 
and the President signed them on June 5. 

On June ii I signed with Soviet Ambassador Litvinov a master 
Lend-Lease agreement identical in substance to those signed with Britain 
and China. Following the signing, Litvinov made a casual reference to 
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the omission of the Baltic territorial question from the British-Russian 
agreement signed a fortnight before. I replied that, if I had been Stalin’s 
chief adviser, I would have most earnestly advised him, from the view- 
point of Russia’s own interest, against inserting the territorial provision 
in the treaty. I said that an infinite number of questions would come up 
at the end of the war, some of which might negate many matters of sup- 
posed importance and even urgency at this time. 

By way of further assistance to Russia, we cancelled our consula 
representation in Finland in July, in the hope that this would bring addi- 
tional pressure on Finland to desist from her war against the Soviet 
Union, 

When July, 1942, arrived, I felt that the time had come for me to 
make a major public address on foreign policy. I had not spoken since 
Pearl Harbor, in fact since October 21, 1941, when I appeared before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to speak in favor of amending 
the Neutrality Act. The United States position in the war required re- 
statement. 

I went over with my associates the principal points I had in mind, 
and we then set to work preparing many successive drafts until the 
speech was completed to our satisfaction. I took it to the President on 
July 21, and he went over it in detail. At his press conference that day 
he was good enough to call special attention to the address, scheduled for 
two days later. He said it was a very able and conclusive summary of the 
world situation and that its general subject would be the seriousness of 
the war, what the winning of the war meant, what victory meant to 
civilization not only in this country but throughout the world, what it 
meant to every man, woman, and child throughout the world. He suc- 
cessfully asked all the radio networks to carry the speech, although ordi- 
narily all of them carried only his own speeches. 

I delivered the address on the night of July 23. Devoting a large part 
of the speech to postwar considerations, I came out flatly for the creation 
of an international security organization, of which the United States of 
course must be a member. And I was willing that that organization should 
be able to use force to maintain the peace. This was the first time that I 
publicly stated my position on this point, although I had often expressed 
it in conversations with foreign ambassadors and, during the conferences 
leading up to the United Nations Declaration, with my associates. 

‘‘No nation,” I said, “can make satisfactory progress while its citi- 
zens are in the grip of constant fear of external attack or interference. 
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It is plain that some international agency must be created which can — by 
force, if necessary — keep the peace among nations in the future. There 
must be international cooperative action to set up the mechanisms which 
can thus insure peace. This must include eventual adjustment of na- 
tional armaments in such a manner that the rule of law cannot be suc- 
cessfully challenged and that the burden of armaments may be reduced 
to a minimum.” 

I advocated continuing surveillance by the United Nations over ag- 
gressor nations until such time as the latter demonstrated their willing- 
ness and ability to live at peace with other nations. ^‘How long such sur- 
veillance will need to continue,” I said, “must depend upon the rapidity 
with which the peoples of Germany, Japan, Italy, and their satellites give 
convincing proof that they have repudiated and abandoned the monstrous 
philosophy of superior race and conquest by force and have embraced 
loyally the basic principles of peaceful processes. During the formative 
period of the world organization, interruption by these aggressors must 
be rendered impossible.” 

One of the institutions that had to be established and given vitality, 
I suggested, was an international court of justice. 

I inveighed against extreme nationalism. “All will agree,” I said, 
“that nationalism and its spirit are essential to the healthy and normal 
political and economic life of a people, but when policies of nationalism — 
political, economic, social, and moral — ^are carried to such extremes as to 
exclude and prevent necessary policies of international cooperation, they 
become dangerous and deadly. Nationalism, run riot between the last war 
and this war, defeated all attempts to carry out indispensable measures 
of international economic and political action, encouraged and facilitated 
the rise of dictators, and drove the world straight toward the present war,” 

Excessive trade barriers had to be reduced in the postwar world, I 
said, and practices that imposed injuries on others and diverted trade 
from its natural economic course had to be avoided. National currencies 
had to be freely exchangeable for each other at stable rates of exchange. 
A system of financial relations had to be devised so that materials could 
be produced and ways found of moving them where there were markets 
created by human need. 

I stressed the necessity for an informed public opinion. “This,” I 
said, “is a task of intensive study, hard thinking, broad vision, and leader- 
ship— not for governments alone, but for parents, and teachers, and 
clergymen, and all those, within each nation, who provide spiritual, moral, 
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and intellectual guidance. Never did so great and so compelling a duty 
in this respect devolve upon those who are in positions of responsibility, 
public and private.” 

Finally, lest undue concentration on postwar problems should de- 
flect our thoughts from the main task in hand, the winning of the war, 
I concluded my speech with an appeal for the dedication of our utmost 
efforts toward that end. 

There were now some elements for optimism in the military picture. 
The Battle of Midway had been won, and we were assuming the offensive 
in the Pacific. The President had established a European theater of oper^ 
ations for United States forces, with Major General Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower in London as commanding general. In Africa, however, the scene 
was dark, the Germans having driven the British forces to El Alamein, 
seventy miles from Alexandria. 

British Ambassador Halifax had come to me on June 18 to inform 
me that his Government had received peace feelers in the past few months 
from a number of persons claiming to represent the anti-Nazi groups in 
Germany. Britain suspected that these approaches emanated from the 
German secret service in an effort to create confusion or dissension among 
the United Nations, and asked whether we had received any such over- 
tures. I replied that nothing of a tangible nature had come to us. 

Far from peace coming, I realized, we had a hard, perhaps a long, 
fight ahead. Our course was clear; to exert ourselves to the utmost in the 
diplomatic field to aid the armed forces of the United Nations to win the 
war. 

In August, 1942, when Prime Minister Churchill went to Moscow 
for his first meeting with Stalin, the President authorized W. Averell 
Harriman to accompany him and sit in on the conversations. The discus- 
sions were stormy, centering almost entirdy on the question of a second 
ffont in Western Europe. Stalin bluntly accused Britain of being afraid 
to take risks. He took it for granted that Molotov had obtained definite 
promises in London and Washington that a second front would be started 
in Europe in 1942. When Churdbill said it was impossible to organize a 
second front in Europe in 1942, Stalin complained bitterly that this in- 
flicted a moral bldw on the whole Soviet public, complicated the situation 
of the Red Army, and impaired the plans of the Soviet Command, which 
had been based on the creation of a second front. 

He presented these complaints in a written memorandum to Churchill 
and Harriman on August 13. Churchill replied in detail, while Harriman 
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limited himself to saying he had nothing to add to what the Prime Min~ 
ister had said except to reaffirm his statement that no promises had been 
broken. 

The question of the second front was outside my province, being 
handled exclusively by the President and his military assistants. Of par- 
ticular importance to me, however, was the information conveyed to me 
on September i by our Ambassador to Russia, Admiral William H. Stand- 
ley, that throughout the Stalin-Churchill-Harriman conversations the ques- 
tion of Soviet postwar frontiers had not been mentioned at any time. 

The question was not raised in earnest again until the Roosevelt- 
Stalin-ChurchOl Conference at Yalta, which was after 1 resigned as Secre- 
tary of State. 
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AFTER ALMOST A DECADE as Secretary of State, I was 
forced in 1942 to give up a practice I had followed since I entered the 
State Department in 1933. At my doctor’s request I ceased going to my 
office every Sunday morning. This meant abandoning the informal Sunday 
morning gatherings I had held in my office with my chief associates. 

These gatherings had proved uniformly useful. During the Sunday 
morning quiet, with our discussions on a friendly, informal footing, with 
the telephone for once reasonably silent, and with my associates feeling 
under no pressure to hasten back to their offices for appointments, we ex- 
changed views and information, clarified our thoughts, and paved the way 
for the decisions of the coming week. 

I gave in to my doctor’s conviction that a man of seventy in ques- 
tionable health should not work six and a half days a week. Nevertheless 
I still continued to take papers and memoranda home with me to read on 
Sundays. 

Unfortunately, my official social life suddenly quadrupled. I had thus 
far been able to live up to the decision I reached in 1933, fo 
social activities to the bare official minimum, so as to have more time to 
study issues of foreign policy at home and to see diplomats, officials of 
the Department, and others at my office. It was a case either of seeing 
them in an ephemeral way at dinners and luncheons or of seeing them in a 
serious way in my office. I had chosen the latter, and the diplomatic corps 
seemed well content. 

But with our entrance into the war, the heads of many Governments 
came to the United States to seek our special help, to coordinate their 
activities with ours, and to sound us out on our postwar views, with special 
reference to their own countries. During 1942 there were in Washington, 
in addition to Churchill (twice) and Molotov, the President of Peru, the 
President of the Philippines, the King of Greece, the King of Yugoslavia, 
the Queen of the Netherlands, the Grand Duchess of Luxemburg, the 
Prime Minister of New Zealand, the President of Ecuador, the President 
of Cuba, the Prime Minister of Poland and the President-elect of Colom- 
bia along with other distinguished visitors. 

I usually went to the airport or the railroad station to welcome them, 
attended a dinner or luncheon at the White House in their honor, and my- 
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self gave a dinner for them at the Carlton Hotel. In this last function I 
had the able assistance of Mrs. Hull, in whose hands I left all arrange- 
ments. She managed to give a touch of home to the dinners by bringing 
down from our apartment decorations, silverware, rugs, and even fur- 
niture. 

Further, I held long conversations with these visitors on many of the 
special problems troubling them. Although I was glad to talk with them 
and get their views, their visits took much time and energy. 

There was one occasion, however, when I was very glad to be of help 
to many hundreds of “distinguished visitors” who came to United States 
territory in a body. The incident rose out of an agreement we had with 
the Canadians whereby, in the event of an invasion of the Aleutians by 
the Japanese, American air units in Alaska would move out to meet the 
threat, and Canadian air units would move in to take their place. 

The agreement was carried out except that at the Yukon frontier in 
Alaska the Canadian airmen got into difficulties with the United States 
customs officer because he decided some of their equipment and supplies 
were dutiable. It being wartime, he should have looked the other way; 
but when he made his decision and referred it to the main United States 
customs office in the Treasury the situation became complicated. 

Since Canada had brought the matter to our attention, I asked John 
D. Hickerson, Assistant Chief of the European Division, to check with the 
Treasury. The Treasury officials said they would have been glad to over- 
look the matter were it not for the fact that the Yukon customs officer 
had made a decision, and they had to uphold him, Hickerson, however, 
discovered a loophole. If the Secretary of State certified that a person was 
a distinguished visitor, he could enter the United States without customs 
examination. 

I immediately^ agreed. I wrote a letter to the Treasury stating that the 
Canadian airmen, hundreds of them, were all distinguished visitors* I 
pointed out that they were the first foreign nationals to join with the 
United States in the common defense of our nation since the days of 
Lafayette. 

There was no further trouble. 

In Ajugust, 1942, the President agreed with the Republican presiden- 
tial candidate of 1940, Wendell Willkie, that the latter should make a trip 
abroad, ostensibly to show to the world that the United States was unified 
in her foreign policy. I had first met Willkie at a Gridiron Club dinner in 
Washington some years before, at the conclusion of which he introduced 
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himself and expressed his strong support of the trade agreements policy. 
My attention, which had been attracted to him when he was representing 
public utilities interests in Tennessee, increased as he became more active 
in politics and championed progressive policies. He possessed brilliancy of 
the first order and sincerely stood for a number of progressive ideas, in- 
cluding the trade agreements program. He had a pleasing personality and 
a presence sure to draw favorable attention from all groups in which he 
participated. 

When Willkie wanted to make a trip around the world and felt out 
President Roosevelt to see to what extent the latter would sponsor it, the 
President, who talked his language of liberalism, took him right in and 
proposed to extend him every kind of diplomatic courtesy. He sent him to 
me with the request that I go over our foreign affairs with him. I talked 
with Willkie for about an hour and a half on all phases of foreign affairs 
I thought would be helpful to him. When I finished I asked him what he 
thought of our ideas, and he replied that, in his opinion, they were good. 

The President and I thought that Willkie, in making his trip, would 
give expression to ideas somewhat in common with ours. I did not ask 
any assurances on this point, having left that up to the President. Willkie, 
however, caused us some difficulty because of his statements concerning 
Great Britain and Russia. When he returned, he was informed by some 
that an increasing number of Republicans, believing he was too close in 
with Mr. Roosevelt to function effectively as a Republican leader, were 
turning against him. Instead of reporting back to the President as a mat- 
ter of courtesy, he began to criticize him. I was therefore, to some degree, 
disappointed with the results of the trip. 

In the autumn of 1942 we entered into a period of diplomatic prepa- 
ration and waiting for the Allied landing in North Africa on November 7. 
We brought various diplomatic developments to a head, but the dominant 
feeling in those months was one of suspense until the first major Anglo- 
American expedition in the Occident could be accomplished. 

One of the negotiations that concerned us largely was a common 
agreement among the United Nations on the punishment for atrocities 
inflicted by the Germans. Even before we entered the war, the President, 
after consulting with us of the Department, issued a statement on Octo- 
ber 25, 1941, strongly condemning Germany’s practice of executing in- 
nocent hostages. Prime Minister Churchill naade a similar statement and 
asserted that henceforth retribution for such crimes must be numbered 
among the major purposes of the war. 
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In January, 1942, representatives of nine countries occupied by the 
Nazis met in London, with United States Ambassador Biddle sitting in 
as an observer. They took note of the Roosevelt-Churchill statements, 
and placed among their war aims the punishment of war criminals through 
the channel of organized justice. 

On receiving in June, 1942, reports of the German atrocities at Lidice, 
Czechoslovakia, I stated publicly that “this latest example of mass ter- 
rorization through wanton butchery of hostages and brutal torture of in- 
nocent women and children has shocked and outraged humanity.” When 
Premier Sikorski of Poland sent the President a message later in the 
month urging various measures of retaliation for German atrocities the 
State Department drafted the President’s reply, which thoroughly de- 
nounced such atrocities and recalled my statement on the occarion of the 
wiping out of Lidice. But we said we were not yet prepared to resort to 
measures of retaliation such as indiscriminate bombing of civilian popula- 
tions in enemy countries or the punishment of innocent enemy aliens in 
the United States. 

I saw the Dutch Ambassador, the Yugoslav Minister, and the Luxem- 
burg Minister simultaneously on July 31, to receive from them a joint 
letter from the nine countries that had met in London in January. Hiis 
suggested that the President amplify his statement of October 25, 1941, 
so as to make the enemy understand that the determination and power of 
the United States were a guarantee that the warning previously issued 
would be carried into effect. 

I sent this letter to the President. He asked us for recommendations, 
and we drew up a statement that he issued on August- 21, 1942. “The 
United Nations,” he said, “are going to win this war. When victory has 
been achieved, it is the purpose of the Government of the United States, 
as I know it is the purpose of each of the United Nations, to make ap- 
propriate use of the information and evidence in respect to these barbaric 
crimes of the invaders, in Europe and in Asia. It seems only fair that they 
should have this warning that the time will come when they shall have 
to stand in courts of law in the very countries which they are now op- 
pressing and answer for their acts.” 

The President had discussed this question with Mr. Churchill during 
the Prime Minister’s visit to Washington in June, and particularly the 
creation of a United Nations commission on atrocities. When Churchill 
returned to London the War Cabinet appointed a committee to study the 
subject, and Ambassador Winant sat in on the committee meetings. After 
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a number of exchanges with London, the Department prepared a state- 
ment for the President declaring that this Government was prepared to 
coqjerate with the British and other Governments in establishing a United 
Nations Commission for the Investigation of War Crimes. At the Presi- 
dent’s request a sentence was included to the effect that neither this Gov- 
ernment nor the Governments associated with us intended to indulge in 
mass reprisals and they sought only to punish the ringleaders responsible 
for atrocities. The President issued his statement on October 7, and the 
British Lord Chancellor made the British announcement in the House of 
Lords. 

In the preparations for the landing in North Africa the State De- 
partment had nothing to do with the military angles, although the consuls 
and vice consuls we had stationed in North Africa by virtue of our eco- 
nomic accord with General Weygand, approved by Vichy, rendered in- 
valuable assistance even in this field. They collected and sent information 
which was used by the War Department, and they maintained contact 
with the local French imderground groups. They and the personnel of the 
Office of Strategic Services who were organizing the underground were 
under the local direction of our Foreign Service officer, Robert D. Murphy, 
who had been appointed by the President in September to be Adviser for 
Civil Affairs under General Eisenhower, We had also assigned H. Freeman 
Matthews, formerly Charge d’Affaires in Vichy and now serving under 
Ambassador Winant in London, to work as political adviser on Eisen- 
hower’s staff. 

North Africa was not the only portion of the Dark Continent that 
engaged our diplomatic efforts in 1942. One of our most fruitful achieve- 
ments was in Liberia, on the west bulge of Africa, across the South Atlan- 
tic from Brazil. At this time fortunately our relations were of the best 
with the little country which a hundred years before had been founded 
by American freed slaves with the assistance of our Government. As 1 
entered office in 1933, no formal diplomatic ties existed between the United 
States and Liberia. The United States, as well as Great Britain, had sev- 
ered such relations in 1930 as a result of various abuses of power by 
Liberian officials. 

In 193s I to Liberia my assistant, Harry McBride, who 

already had a first-hand knowledge of that country, and his conferences 
with President Edwin Barclay resulted in the resumption of diplomatic 
relations and the beginning of a new era of friendship. We signed a treaty 
of friendship, commerce, and navigation with Liberia in 1938, and a con- 
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sular convention, an air navigation agreement and a treaty of conciliation 
in the following months. In 1939 Pan American Airways signed a con- 
tract with the Liberian Government for the operation of transatlantic 
service to Liberia. 

Shortly after Pearl Harbor I again sent McBride to Liberia to induce 
that Government to coordinate its defenses with ours. It consented to the 
use by the United States Army Air Forces of the Pan American airports 
in Liberia, and Liberia became a vital link in the air route across the 
South Atlantic to the Near and the Far East. We formalized this arrange- 
ment on March 31, 1942, by signing an agreement providing for the de- 
fense of Liberia by the United States and giving us the right to establish 
defense areas in Liberia and to build military installations there. Three 
weeks before, at the Department’s suggestion, President Roosevelt had 
opened Lend-Lease to Liberia. With Japan’s occupation of the rubber pro- 
ducing areas in the Far East, Liberia became of greatly increased impor- 
tance to us as one of the few remaining available sources of natural rubber. 

Throughout the remainder of the war the United States contributed 
materially to developing Liberia by constructing a port, enlarging the air- 
ports, building roads, and providing the Liberian Government with techni- 
cal assistants. Liberia declared war on the Axis, expelled Axis citizens, and 
signed the United Nations Declaration. Visits were exchanged between 
President Roosevelt and President Barclay and President-elect Tubman. 
We worked out a long-range policy toward Liberia designed to lift the 
standard of living of this traditional godchild of the United States and 
to strengthen our economic and political ties. 

Our diplomatic preparations for the Anglo-American landing in North 
Africa embraced particularly an effort to see to it that Spain and Portugal 
were kept reassured as to our intentions, and that Spain would maint ain 
her neutrality and prevent a German march through the Iberian p eninsula 
to Gibraltar to attack our landing troops in the rear. 

Although plans and preparations for the North African landing were 
in the top-secret category, both Spain and Portugal could readily guess 
that some such move was at least a logical possibility. Spain lay just 
across the Strait of Gibraltar from North Africa, and Portugal lay a little 
farther away. In October, 1942, we received cables from our new Ambassa- 
dor to Madrid, Professor Carlton Hayes, and from our Minister to Lisbon, 
Bert Fish, indicating that formal assurances' regarding the integrity of 
Spanish and Portuguese territory in the event of an Anglo-American land- 
ing in North Africa would be advisable. 
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With Spain our relations since the end of the Civil War in the spring 
of 1939 had been replete with difficulties of two kinds. On the one hand 
General Franco’s Foreign Minister, his brother-in-law Ramon Serrano 
Suner, lost no opportunity to show his dislike of the democracies and' his 
head-over-heels commitment to the Axis cause. And on the other hand 
those segments of our own population who had passionately embraced the 
Loydist cause during the Civil War continually urged us to break off 
diplomatic relations with Spain or to take other actions that assuredly 
would have brought Spain into the war on the Axis side. 

We could not hope to swing Spain to an active support of the Allies; 
but we did feel there was a good possibility of keeping her neutral, which 
fact would be of great advantage to the Allied side. 

When Spanish Ambassador Don Juan Francisco de Cardenas came to 
me on September 13, 1941, just prior to returning to Spain for a visit, 
I spoke to him as bluntly as I had ever spoken to any diplomatic envoy. 
After telling him that the American people, including myself, had a warm 
friendliness toward the Spanish people, that we had S5unpathized deeply 
with them in their unfortunate experiences of recent years, and had been 
thoroughly disposed to offer them assistance in their very great distress, 
I said: 

“While it’s most disagreeable even to recall our experiences in dealing 
with the Spanish Government, I must state that in all the relations of this 
Government with the most backward and ignorant Governments in the 
world, it has not experienced such a lack of ordinary courtesy or considera- 
tion customarily prevailing between friendly nations as it has at the hands 
of the Spanish Government. Your Government’s course has been one of 
aggravated discourtesy and contempt in the very face of our offers to be 
of aid. 

“We could not think of embarrassing, not to say humiliating, our- 
selves by further approaches of this nature, bearing in mind the coarse 
and extremely offensive methods and conduct of Serrano Suner in par- 
ticular and in some instances of General Franco. When I think about the 
details of the conduct of the Spanish Government toward this Govern- 
ment, what has happened is really inconceivable.” 

I remarked that 1 had little hope that the Ambassador could make 
the slightest impression on Franco and Serrano Suffer since they were 
capable of adopting so unworthy and contemptible an attitude toward 
the United States Government without any cause whatever. 

De Cdrdenas did not undertake to defend the course of his Govern- 
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ment except to say that there must be some misunderstanding between 
our Ambassador and Serrano Suner. He said he would do his best to bring 
about better relations. 

Five days after this interview, I cabled Ambassador Weddell on Sep- 
tember 1 8 our conclusions on relations with Spain. I said that, in spite 
of this Government’s constant disposition to cooperate in solving Spain’s 
economic problems, and of the free access to the American market enjoyed 
by Spain, no wish to reciprocate had been shown by the Franco Govern- 
ment. That Government’s policy had been to exclude American investment 
and enterprise and to restrict Spanish purchases here to an irreducible 
minimum. In the light of these facts, and of our continued disposition to 
consider sympathetically Spanish requirements in so far as these were 
compatible with our own defense needs and the limitations imposed by 
the war, the State Department would like to receive an immediate and 
detailed report on what contributions Spain was ready to make toward 
cooperating in this country’s efforts to better our mutual relations. 

Upon his arrival in Madrid, Ambassador de Cardenas arranged a 
meeting on October 6 between General Franco and Weddell, the first time 
our Ambassador had been able to see the head of the Spanish Government 
for many months. Weddell stated our general position in the light of my 
cable of September i8, and received an afSrmative reply from Franco 
when he asked whether the Spanish Government desired to look into the 
possibility of better commercial relations with the United States. Franco 
stressed Spain’s urgent need for gasoline, wheat, and cotton. 

The following day Weddell cabled, in reply to an inquiry from us, 
that British investigations in Spain did not substantiate the reports that 
gasoline and other petroleum products purchased by Spain in the United 
States were finding their way into Axis hands, except perhaps in isolated 
and clandestine instances. 

I submitted to the President on October lo, 1941, a memorandum, 
which he approved, recommending that our petroleum exports to Spain 
be permitted to continue within the limitations of quantity imposed by 
the British, and of quality (meaning high-octane content) imposed by 
our own regulations. 

After discussions with the British, we handed Ambassador de Car- 
denas through Assistant Secretary of State Dean Acheson an aide-memoire 
on November 29 in which we proposed to continue — ^subject to our own 
national defense demands — ^to supply Spain’s requirements of most ur- 
gently needed products, including petroleum. This was subject to two 
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conditions: first, that Spain accept the principle that these products could 
not be used in any way to benefit Italy or Germany or the countries 
occupied by them; second, that Spain agree to supply us in significant 
quantities with certain specified Spanish products such as mercury, tung- 
sten, tin, zinc concentrates, lead, and olive oil. 

We also proposed, in this aide~mimoirey to institute a system for 
controlling petroleum supplies in Spain ‘'not only in the aggregate but as 
to the various types of petroleum products, their uses, and the inventories 
of these in the various zones of distribution in Spain, through American 
Government agents operating in Spanish territory. 

During the few weeks following Pearl Harbor, we temporarily sus- 
pended our economic program toward Spain because of insistent reports 
that Hitler might, without particular opposition from Spain, send an 
army into the Iberian peninsula. The British Ambassador, Lord Halifax, 
called on me on December 29, however, and earnestly expressed the belief, 
based on information from Spain, that further cooperation of the United 
States with Britain by continuing our program of economic aid to Spain 
would be very helpful and very important, since this policy tended to dis- 
courage German movements in or through Spain and Spanish cooperation 
with Germany. I replied that I could understand the significance of what 
he said, and would be glad to take up the matter further. 

After Spanish Ambassador de Cdrdenas had expressed objections to 
certain phrases in our November aide-mimoirey particularly in connection 
with the proposed control system, we revised the document to substitute 
a regulatory system, to be established and operated by the United States, 
British, and Spanish Governments in consultation. This we sent Ambassa- 
dor Weddell on January 8, 1942, and handed to Ambassador de Cardenas 
on January 13. In this aide-mimoire we named Japan as one of the coun- 
tries to which Spain might not reexport, and we placed great emphasis 
on our obtaining certain supplies from Spain and on supply conditions 
here so far as exports to Spain were concerned. 

We cabled Ambassador Weddell on January 12 that, in making the 
substitution, we had been influenced primarily by the British Govern- 
ment’s strong insistence that some petroleum and other products must be 
supplied to Spain, so as to keep her economy functioning sufficiently to 
supply products Britain badly needed and the strategic materials listed for 
this country. We did not, we said, regard as a major consideration the 
possible effect, if any, of our proposal on the Spanish Government’s gen- 
eral policy, and we would consequently base our decisions regarding ex- 
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ports to Spain on whether a valuable and tangible quid pro quo could 
be obtained from Spain. 

We added that we had insisted in our discussions with the British 
that, since we had to supply the petroleum products, we must have the final 
determination of the amounts to be exported. It had been our consistent 
belief that the quantities that could be sent would he much under the 
British recommendation. And, since our war needs and those of this hemi- 
sphere had to be met first, our discussions with respect to Spain would 
be restricted to minimum requir«nents. 

In a memorandum dated January 28, 1942, from the Spanish Em- 
bassy, the Spanish Government accepted our proposals “in principle.” 
Negotiations began which continued for several months and resulted in an 
agreement in May. We made every effort to live up to our commitments, 
even as did the Spanish Government in supplying us with strategic mate- 
rials; and in general the agreement worked out to the over-all advantage 
of the United Nations. 

In April, 1942, Ambassador Weddell retired because of illness. He 
was one of our finest representatives, and the bad relations that had de- 
veloped between him and Foreign Minister Serrano Suffer were no fault 
of his. The President chose Professor Carlton Hayes, a noted historian, 
to succeed him, and I concurred. 

Happily for us, General Franco became convinced of the unfortunate 
consequences of continuing his brother-in-law in the position of Foreign 
Minister, and replaced him by Count Jordana, who was far more rea- 
sonable. 

Nine days before the Allied landing in North Africa, Ambassador 
Hayes reported to us that Jordana had informed him that the British had 
given General Franco and Jordana solemn assurances with regard to the 
integrity of Spanish soil in the event of an Allied invasion of North Africa, 
and that the Foreign Minister would like to receive similar assurances 
from the United States. Jordana referred to articles in the American press 
favoring the breaking of relations, and even war, with Spain, saying that 
while he himself did not think these articles reflected any official policy, 
he would very much like to have a definite statement of our position. He 
added that he would expect us to attach to such a statement a provision 
against Spain^s giving military assistance to our enemies. 

We accordingly cabled Hayes on the following day authorizing him 
to give the necessary assurances and to state that the articles in the Ameri- 
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can press to which Jordana had referred did not represent the official 
point of view. 

Hayes cabled us a r^ort on November 3 that Germany had a^ed 
Spain the previous week to allow her to send troops through the peninsula 
if the Allies conducted military operations in Morocco or the Canary 
Islands. 

After consulting with the President, we cabled Hayes the following 
day authorizing him to make a further statement to Franco either directly 
or through Jordana. He was to refer to the assurances already given, in 
which we had fully recognized Spain’s wish to stay out of war and de- 
clared our purpose to do all we could to see that she was not drawn into 
the war. He was then to add that the United States Government, recog- 
nizing her difficult position, planned immediately to conader increasing 
the scope of our economic arrangements with Spain so as to permit her 
to obtain more readily and in greater volume within the United States 
gntno of the supplies she needed. This increased economic assistance would 
be possible only so long as Spain stayed out of the war and did not allow 
the Axis to infringe upon her territory. 

Hayes was to add that we had heard reports that Germany either 
thought of demanding or had demanded permission to move troops into 
Spanish territory* This Government was confident that the Spanish Gov- 
CTnment would resist any such demands. In the event such demands were 
maH<» and were resisted, this Government, if the Spanish Government 
desired, would offer Spain as soon as possible all practical support. 

When Hayes saw Jordana, the Foreign Minister denied that any 
domandfi had been made by Germany but said Spain might not be able 
to refuse German assistance if Allied forces invaded French Morocco or 
Oran, thereby affecting Spanish Morocco and making it necessary for 
Spain to take precautionary military measures. Hayes thought this was a 
threat to oppose us if we invaded North Africa, but was not necessarOy 
indicative of Spain’s readiness to carry out the threat. 

Meantime messages from the President to General Franco, Preddent 
Carmona of Portugal, Marshal Petain, Governor General Yves Charles 
Chatel of Algeria, Admiral Jean Pierre Esteva, the Resident General at 
Tunis, and the Bey of Tunis, Sidi Moncef Pacha, were being drafted. In 
general terms, these messages emphasized that Germany and Italy were 
prqiosing to invade and occupy French North Africa in order to execute 
their s nhemes of domination and conquest ovet the whole of Africa; that a 
powerful American force was being landed in North Africa to cooperate 
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with the Governments of Algeria, Tunisia, and French Morocco in fore- 
stalling this threat; and that we sought no new territories for ourselves. 
We emphatically assured Spain and Portugal that the presence of Ameri- 
can forces in French North Africa presaged no move whatever against 
their peoples, Governments, or territories, metropolitan or overseas. 

'These messages, bearing the President’s name, went out in the most 
secret manner possible to our respective envoys. As our representatives 
presented them to the addressees during the night of November 7-8, Amer- 
ican and British forces were landing in strength along hundreds of miles 
of the North African coast, carrying out one of the greatest amphibian 
q>erations in history. 

With the landing in North Africa, our policy toward Vidhy France — 
which came in for perhaps the sharpest criticism of any foreign policy 
during the Roosevelt Administration — reached its end. The following day 
P 4 tam and Laval severed dipbmatic relations with the United States. 

At this point, therefore, a few comments may be in order in summing 
up the effects of our Vichy policy. It is unfortunate that that policy 
aroused so many emotions in the United States that even today some per- 
sons refuse to see anything in it but the most mournful black. Some of 
these persons are like those who throughout history have been drawn to 
the dramatic figure on horseback, who follow him blindly, who will see 
no fault in him, and who regard as bitter enemies all who refuse to admit 
his supremacy. Curiously, many Britons and Americans, looking upon 
De Gaulle as a newborn Joan of Arc, embraced him with more intensity 
than the average among his own French followers. 

Ihe first point is that President Roosevelt and I saw as one toward 
Vichy and toward De Gaulle. The Vichy policy was not that of either of 
us, but of both of us. The President needed no urging, and often he took 
the initiative himself. 

The second point is that Prime Minister Churchill, and sometimes 
Eden, strongly supported to the President and me our maintenance of 
relations with Vichy, even though they themselves condemned Vichy and 
made those relations difficult. 

The third point is that our relations with Vichy brought us proven 
advantages. Thqr meant contacts in Vichy France and in French North 
Africa which would have been cut off completely had we broken with 
Vichy, They meant information. They meant having our own representa- 
tives on the spot to convince Frenchmen that the Allies would win, how- 
ever long it took, and that Vichy France should not collaborate with 



PRELUDE TO AFRICAN INVASION 


1193 


Germany. They helped keep ahve in the minds of the French people their 
basic concepts of freedom and the hope that France’s free institutions 
would be restored. They were instrumental in preventing the cession of 
bases and materials to Germany in May, 1941. 

These relations played a part in keeping the French fleet from pass- 
ing into German hands. I do not claim that they were the sole or even 
the p-edominant factor. I feel that Plain’s and Darlan’s realization of 
the abhorrence of the average Frenchman for any such betra3ral was an 
important factor. But their realization of the basic patriotism of the 
French had not been sufficient in itself to prevent Darlan’s deal with the 
Germans in May, 1941— stopped only by the pressure from General Wey- 
gand, whose friendship we had assured through our North African policy, 
and from Admiral Leahy. 

The fourth point is that we had no preeminent French leader to turn 
to if we cut off Vichy entirely and perhaps pushed Petain’s government 
into Hitler’s arms. To give De Gaulle full diplomatic recognition meant 
withdrawing diplomatic recognition from Vichy. The disadvantages to us 
obviously outweighed the advantages. Nevertheless, we did go as far as 
we could in giving him military assistance and in trying to build him up 
as what he should have been — a military leader and a general of the 
French armies who was willing to leave political considerations to a later 
date and to take the field and fight the Germans. 

The fifth, and most important, point was that our relations with 
Vichy, which permitted us to maintain consuls in North Africa, paved the 
way and prepared the ground for the Anglo-American military expedition 
into the western Mediterranean area and for the movements supporting 
the British operations farther east. We should have paid a far higher toll 
of life for the landing in North Africa had we not maintained our repre- 
sentatives in Algeria, Tunisia, and French Morocco from June, 1940, on. 

The landing in North Africa was not without bloodshed; but if we 
consider the length of the coast line involved, and if we compare our losses 
with the much greater ratio of losses of the British and the Free Frendi 
in the invasion of Syria, our casualties could have been many times 
greater, and the task of sweeping the Axis out of North Africa could have 
dragged on far longer, without the thirty months of preparation of the 
terrain permitted us by the maintenance of our relations with Vichy 
France. 

In goieral, no harm was done to any of our national interests by our 
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Vichy policy. Not only did it not harm our interests, but it had the benefi- 
cial effects I have mentioned. 

The critics of our policy thought largely of ideologies, less of Ameri- 
can interests. To them Vichy was fascist and collaborationist, and conse- 
quently every member of the Vichy Government, from high to low, was 
fascist and collaborationist. Fascist it was, and collaborationist it some- 
times tried to be and was; but the critics failed to see that thousands of 
officials and Army and Navy officers operating under Vichy were French- 
men first, and therefore anti-Nazi and anti-Axis. We fought Hitlerism at 
Vichy as strongly as we fought it an3rwhere. 

During the period of intense criticism against our Vichy policy before 
the landing in North Africa, the President and I labored under the handi- 
cap of being unable to announce the advantages that were accruing to us 
from that policy. We could not expose the results of the contacts we were 
keeping in Vichy and in North Africa or of the economic accord with 
Weygand. Easy as it was to criticize, it was correspondingly hard to give 
the whole story. Publishing a balance sheet of our policy would have 
prejudiced the policy itself and incited the Germans to require Vichy to 
reduce or eliminate these contacts and negative their results. Consequently, 
the criticism accumulated with virtually no opposition until it solidified 
into a position that no doubt will endure for years. 

The President and I felt strongly that our policy toward Vichy in- 
volved no sacrifice of principle, and that it did prevent the sacrifice of 
perhaps many thousands of American lives. 



87 : Aftermath of African Landing 

THE FIRST REACTIONS in the diplomatic field to the lijuding 
in North Africa were a mixture of the favorable and the unfavorable. 

At nearly midnight on November 8, our Charge in Vichy, Pinckney 
Tuck, telephoned the State Department to inform us that Premier Lav^ 
had sent for him that evening and told him that, following a decision of 
the Cabinet, relations between France and the United States had been 
broken. On the same day Marshal Petain sent the President a message in 
which he characterized the landing in North Africa as an act of aggrpgtinn 

But from Spain and Portugal there came within the next few days 
messages assuring the President of their continued neutrality and friend- 
ship. 

Our relations with Vichy severed, I sent the President on November 9 
the draft of a proposed statement he might give to the press, sasring I 
thought it would be well for him take this step. I said I was sending 
French Ambassador Henry-Haye his passports. 

The President issued this statement the same day. In it he regretted 
Laval’s action in severing relations, and said: “He is evidently still speak- 
ing the language prescribed by Hitler.” The President said that no act of 
Hitler, or of any of his puppets, could sever relations between the Ameri- 
can people and the people of France. We had not broken relations with 
them. We never would. 

“This Government,” he said, “will continue as heretofore to devote 
its thought, its sympathy, and its aid to the rescue of the forty-five mil- 
lion people of France from enslavement and from a permanent loss of their 
liberties and free institutions.” 

General de Gaulle’s first reaction to the landing in North Africa was 
highly encouraging. The President bad stuck to his determination, com- 
mtmicated to Prime Minister Churchill earlier in the year, that De Gaulle 
be not informed of the invasion until it had begun. ChurchiU had tried 
to get the President to agree at least to informing De Gaulle a day or so 
before the landing, but Mr. Roosevelt had stood firm. 

Bdtlsh Ambassador tord Halifax came to me on November 9 and 
handed me a telegram from Eden which stated that Churchill and Eden 
had seen De Gaulle on the morning of November 8. They informed him 
that the landing was ocxmrring. 

1195 
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The telegram added that De Gaulle’s attitude was eminently satis- 
factory. De Gaulle said that the interests of the French people must be 
the paramount consideration, and that it was essential to avoid the co- 
existence of two or more Free French movements— one looking to Britain 
and another to the United States — from which the Communists would be 
the only gainers. He thought General Giraud well fitted to play the role 
for which he had been chosen. If Giraud could bring over North Africa 
to the Allied cause De Gaulle would be ready to make an agreement with 
him, with Britain’s assistance. 

(General Eisenhower had brought General Henri H. Giraud from 
Vichy France to lead the French Army in North Africa. Giraud had es- 
caped from a German prison camp in April, 1942, and had made his way 
to Vichy. The State Department had been kept informed concerning the 
efforts to get him to North Africa, but had not taken direct part in them, 
since this was a military project.) 

Ambassador Halifax also showed me a copy of the radio address 
De Gaulle had delivered the night before, in the same spirit as the talk 
with Churchill and Eden. I thanked him and commented with satisfaction 
on the signs of practical judgment which both utterances of De Gaulle 
surprisingly revealed. 

Halifax congratulated the State Department on its part in the work 
of establishing and carrying out our policy toward Vichy. I thanked him 
but remarked, “Your Government might well give an expression of ap- 
proval after having concealed its position over all these months.” 

Halifax said he thought so too and would give the matter early 
attention. 

Events that seemed moving so satisfactorily were, however, compli- 
cated by the presence of Admiral Darlan in Algiers at the time of the 
landing. General Eisenhowar, through General Mark Clark, was now con- 
ducting the negotiations that resulted in Admiral Darlan’s being made 
the supreme French leader in French North Africa. In these negotiations 
neither I nor the State Department had any part. 

The President, after receiving a cable from Churchill to the effect 
that he felt obliged to see that De Gaulle got a fair deal, and that the 
formation of rivad French Governments, one supported by Britain and the 
other by the United States, should be prevented at all costs, cabled the 
Prime Minister on November ii: 

“In regard to De Gaulle, I have heretofore enjoyed a quiet satisfac- 
tion in leaving him in your hands. Apparently I have now acquired a 
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similar problem in Brother Giraud. I wholly agree that we must prevent 
rivalry between the French emigr6 factions and I have no objection to a 
De Gaulle emissary visiting Giraud in Algiers. We must remember there 
is also a cat fight in progress between Giraud and Darlan, each claiming 
full military command of French forces in North and West Africa. The 
principal thought to be driven home to all three of these prima donnas 
-is that the situation is today solely in the military field, and that any 
decision by any one of them, or by all of them, is subject to review and 
approval by Eisenhower.” 

Two days later we at the State Department wanted to send instruc- 
tions to Robert Murphy in North Africa on three points — officials of the 
Vichy regime to be retained in office in Africa should not include those 
to whom well founded objection might be taken; any persons found im- 
prisoned for having aided the United Nations should be released; and 
anti-Jewish measures imposed by the previous French authorities should 
be lifted. Our telegram was sent to General Marshall for clearance; but 
he observed that the first recommendation appeared to be directed at 
Darlan, the man to whom General Eisenhower had to look for immediate 
results in the Tunisian operation and in the matter of the French fleet. 
He agreed to forward the other two recommendations. 

On November 14 I received two representatives of the French Na- 
tional Committee, Andre Philip and Adrien Tixier. I said to them that we 
were then in a full military situation, and that all our efforts at the 
moment had to be concentrated on assisting the military authorities. 
This was particularly true in North Africa, where happily there was 
French military cooperation, 

M. Philip said he had received information from within France that 
the presence of American troops once more on French soil had given new 
hope to the French people. He hoped we were not accepting blindly offers 
of military assistance from Frenchmen who necessarily by their past rec- 
ord would never be accepted by the French people in the future as repre- 
senting the true Free France. While the people gave full support to the 
Free French movement and to General Giraud they would never accept 
Admiral Darlan as other than a Vichy tool of Germany. 

I replied that I was not even informed as to the activities of Admiral 
Darlan beyond reports appearing in the press. I then reviewed the policy 
we had pursued toward Vichy France and the purposes we had had in 
mind. I said 1 believed that our alms and the aims of the Free French 



THE MEUOntS OF COSDEIX BULE 


II9S 

movement were identical, but method was also something to be considered, 
and in method personalities figured importantly. 

“1 have been in politics fifty years,” I remarked, “and I realize the 
full implications of everything you say. But France has a unique and 
glorious opportunity today to reconstruct herself very much as the United 
States reconstructed herself after the American Revolution, when perhaps 
nearly one-half our inhabitants were Tories. The reason that Americans of 
that period live in American history today is that they were big enough to 
overlook differences and convince all parties that the construction of 
America was a great common problem outweighing sectional, factional, 
or political differences.” 

That afternoon I had a long telephone conversation with the Presi- 
dent, during which I informed him of the substance of my talk with the 
Free French representatives. 

“The situation now presented in North Africa,” I said, “is a very 
difficult CHie. I am very much afraid of the possibilities in view of the 
various French interests involved, including the Free French, General 
Giraud, Admiral Darlan, and others.” 

The President said his first idea of a solution would be to place Ad- 
miral Darlan, General Giraud, and a De Gaulle representative in one room 
alone and then give the government of the occupied territory to the man 
who came out. 

I suggested to the President that he have General Eisenhower turn 
over the command of the local French military forces to General Giraud 
and of the French haval forces to Admiral Darlan, giving the latter as 
lofty a title as possible, perhaps second only to the Admiral commanding 
the Allied forces. 

The President replied that, unfortunately, this solution was too late 
in view of the fact that an agreement had been made the day before 
among Admiral Darlan, General Giraud, and General Clark, as General 
Eisenhower’s r^resentative, whereby Admiral Darlan had been placed 
in charge of the dvil functions of the local government and General 
Giraud in conunand of all of the French military and naval forces. 

I said I also thought it was unfortunate that this agreement had 
already been made. I added that I was still very mudh afraid that trouble 
would be caused by the presence of Admiral Dmlan in the picture. 

The President stated that, with regard to giving Admiral Darlan u 
h^ rank and conunand of the French naval forces, the fact was that 
there was so small a part of the French Navy in the waters of Froich 
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North Africa that, if such an arrangement were made, Darlan would have 
practically no power at all. 

He concluded by saying that he had another solution in mind that 
might be used if the situation did not clear up. This was to plstce Robert 
D. Murphy in control of the civil administration to the extent of having 
the power of veto over any act proposed by the local officials. 

The President’s statement to me over the telephone was the first newa> 
I received of the Eisenhower-Darlan agreement. Militarily, this agreement 
had every justification. Darlan’s authority was sufficient to end the spo- 
radic resistance from those few French military elements whose mistaken 
patriotism induced them to resist our landings. It soon succeeded in bring- 
ing French West Africa, with its strategic port of Dakar, to our side with- 
out the loss of a single life. It enabled our Army to proceed with the 
advance against the Germans in Tunisia unimpeded by any necessity to 
secure its lines of communication in Morocco and Algeria from a hostile 
army or population. 

A number of reputable American military officials estimated to me 
that our agreement with Darlan resulted in a saving of more than 16,000 
American and British lives, and that victory in North Africa had been 
moved up by sixty days. 

But the agreement came in for the bitterest of attacks from many 
persons on ideological grounds. Darlan had so often voiced his antago- 
nism to the cause of the Allies that he was popularly believed to be a man 
of Hitler. Critics, ignoring the saving of lives of our soldiers and the 
acceleration of the end of fighting in North Africa, devoted their whole 
efforts to a bitter assault against our Government over the Darlan 
episode. 

In conversations with the President I earnestly suggested that he 
make our position toward Darlan thoroughly clear. We could not dis- 
avow General Eisenhower’s agreement with Darlan without creating chaos 
in North Africa, where it had developed that the French were more dis- 
posed to recognize Darlan’s authority than General Giraud’s. But we 
could at least emphasize that the arrangement was a temporary one, pri- 
marily a military one, and was in no sense designed to lift Darlan into 
permanent political control. 

We accordingly outlined a statement that he might issue. I^ate on 
November 17 he sent me this note: 

‘T got a telegram from Winston this afternoon and having to work 
in a hurry, and with the help of the statement okayed by you, the Secre- 
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tary of War, and Elmer Davis [Chief of the Office of War Information], 
aimounced the enclosed at my Press Conference. I think it will ‘take’ all 
right.” 

The “telegram from Winston,” couched in the Prime Minister’s usual 
vigorous language, suggested that our two countries should- not overlook 
the serious political injury that might be done to our cause not only in 
France but throughout Europe by the feeling that we were ready to make 
terms with local Quislings. Darl^, he said, had an odious record, and it 
was he who, by promoting his creatures to command, had inculcated in 
the French Navy its malignant disposition. French sailors but yesterday 
had been sent to their death against the American line of battle off Casa- 
blanca, and now Darlan was plajring turncoat for the sake of power and 
office. 

The President’s statement accepted General Eisenhower’s arrange- 
ments made for the time being in North and West Africa. Mr. Roosevelt 
said he thoroughly understood and approved the feeling in the United 
States and Great Britain and among all the other United Nations that, in 
view of the history of the past two years, no permanent arrangement 
should be made with Admiral Darlan. The people of the United Nations 
likewise would never understand the recognition or a reconstituting of the 
Vichy Government in France or in any French territory. 

The President added that no one in our Army had any authority to 
discuss the future Government of France and the French Empire, and 
that the present “temporary arrangement” in North and West Africa was 
a “temporary expedient,” justified soldy by the stress Of battle. That 
arrangement had accomplished two military objectives — ^not only saving 
American and British lives on the one hand and French lives on the other, 
but also speeding up the attack on the Axis forces in Tunisia. 

This statement did much to allay the resentment of those who op- 
posed any dealings whatever with Admiral Darlan. 

I had also had a thorough discussion with the President on the eco- 
nomic, political, and fiscal questions that were developing in North 
Africa, and how these should be handled. Mr. Roosevelt wrote me a letter 
on Novmber rS stating that the conduct of such affairs should lie in my 
hands, and I was authorized to draw upon any of the other D^artments 
or agencies of the Government for assistance. 

In accordance with this letter I communicated to General Eisenhower 
through General Marshall a message stating my belief that civil matters 
in North Africa should be turned over to the State Department gradually. 
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A transition period, I thought, might ensue during which the Allied com- 
mander-in-chief in North Africa might wish to transfer his civilian respon- 
sibilities, as military operations dictated, to the civilian group under Robert 
Murphy, who would return to the jurisdiction of the State Department. 
General Eisenhower agreed. 

Eisenhower and Murphy jointly cabled me on December 9 that Dar- 
lan was considering Marcel Peyrouton, former Minister of the Interior 
under the Vichy Government, for Governor General of Algeria, or some 
other important post. Darlan recommended that we grant Peyrouton 
facilities for travel from Buenos Aires, where he was now, to Algiers. Both 
Eisenhower and Murphy said they saw no objection, and recommended 
that the Department extend the requested facilities, 

I replied on December 11, saying that we naturally regarded the 
whole North African situation from the military point of view, and con- 
sequently civil questions were subordinate except as they contributed to 
military effectiveness. We should therefore consider Darlan’s request for 
Pe3n:outon in this light. If General Eisenhower considered that failure to 
agree would result in friction or in any way impair our military chances, 
the State Department would place no obstacles in the way of Darlan's 
request. If General Eisenhower recommended, we would even facilitate 
Peyrouton’s trip to North Africa. We felt, however, that in reaching any 
final judgment the political connotations involved in Peyrouton’s arrival 
in North Africa should be evaluated, particularly in view of his former 
position as Vichy’s Minister of the Interior. 

General Eisenhower and Robert Murphy cabled General Marshall 
and me on December 13, recalling that, although Pe3rrouton had been 
associated with the Vichy regime in 1940, he was one of the key men 
who had caused the downfall of Laval because he disapproved thoroughly 
of Laval’s policy of collaboration with the Axis. They said they had no 
doubt of his anti-Axis sentiments. Because he had once been Resident 
General in Tunis he could well qualify as either Resident General of 
Morocco or Governor General of Algeria. 

We accordingly arranged travel facilities for Pe3a*outon, who arrived 
in Algiers on January 16, 1943, and was named by Darlan to be Governor 
General of Algeria. Instantly he became a focus for bitter attacks by the 
De Gaulle group, which lasted until pressure from De Gaulle forced him 
out six months later. 

De Gaulle had been eager to negotiate an agreement with Giraud 
to unite all French anti-Axis elements into one movement, probably under 
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his own control; but he refused to deal with Darlan, and he withdrew the 
representatives he had sent to talk to Giraud. To ease the situation, the 
President suggested to Churchill that a Briton and an American be ap- 
pointed to whom would be given, not authority to administer civil func- 
tions, but a veto over French civil administrators and the power to direct 
them in rare instances to follow out certain policies. When Churchill 
agreed the President named Robert D. Murphy as his personal represer4ta- 
tive on General Eisenhower’s staff, with the rank of Minister. 

When Admiral d’Argenlieu, De Gaulle’s representative in the Pa^cific, 
accompanied by the Free French representative Adrien Tixier, called on 
me on December 8 while passing through Washington en route to ;|^ondon, 
I took the opportunity to emphasize our views because I kiSevrlae’^would 
shortly see De Gaulle personally. I said that, although General Gliraud 
had been at first the choice of American military leaders, even this ffireat 
French General, on arriving in Africa, found he was unable to comnliand 
the support of the French armed forces. Undoubtedly the reason forlthis^ 
was that for two years previously Admiral Darlan had been fillingl aM 
places of importance with his own followers. * ^ 

However, I went on, Giraud was a big enough man to realize tet 
when he could not command the necessary support he should subordinate 
himself to Admiral Darlan. The latter had appeared on the scene entirely 
unexpectedly, but was able to prove that the fighting strength of the 
French in North Africa was under his orders. This military cooperation 
of Admiral Darlan had saved the lives of many American soldiers even in 
the first days of occupation ; but when the lives saved by the cooperation 
of French West Africa were added as well, the total mounted into very 
impressive figures. Also, our military plans were advanced at least sixty 
days by French cooperation under Darlan, and thus we were sixty days 
nearer contact with the Germans, and sixty days nearer the winning of 
the war. 

‘Tf I were attacked by a thug on the street,” I said, '^and someone 
came to my assistance, I would welcome the assistance of this collaborator 
in destroying the would-be murderer. But I would not stop fighting to 
ask this unexpected collaborator to tell me his name and antecedents. 

“In wartime one should be wary of politicians. I have been a politi- 
cian myself all my life, and I know they have limitations in a purely 
military effort. 

“However, I do think that a great deal of the alleged fear of Dar- 
lan as a menace to France at this particular moment is somewhat 
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exaggerated. I cannot conceive that Darlan in North Africa, an unsettled 
area that at most has less than three million European inhabitants, can 
impose himself on the French nation of forty-five millions as a political 
figure if the French people do not wish it. I am quite sure in my own 
mind that the French people do not wish this. Therefore Admiral Darlan 
remains a military figure, and his only collaboration with the United 
States is purely a military arrangement. The British and American fleets 
are in control of the Mediterranean, and this in itself controls Darlan’s 
approach to France.” 

I added that De Gaulle stood for something very special to all Amer- 
icans, and it was their prayer that all Frenchmen who could contribute to 
a military victory that would restore France to her independence would 
give their fullest military cooperation in the war against Hitler, leaving 
all politics aside. 

At the end of our talk M. Tixier said he had never had so clear a 
picture of our attitude toward the French situation. Admiral 'd^Argenlieu 
echoed this thought. 

After a conversation with the President, I cabled our Legation at 
Cairo on December 14 to inform Admiral Godefroy, who commanded the 
French naval squadron tied up at Alexandria, that the President would be 
pleased to have his squadron come to America for repairs and refit to join 
with us against the common enemy under the same arrangements as had 
been made with other patriotic Frenchmen in Africa. Godefroy did not 
accept this invitation, but after a few months he joined his squadron to the 
naval forces of the French in North Africa, and the uncertainty that had 
persisted with regard to this unit since June, 1940, was at last resolved. 

De Gaulle’s propaganda machine in England, with its ofishoots here, 
was now grinding out violent attacks against the French set-up in North 
Africa, with scarcely veiled assaults against us for being responsible for it* 
A new hair-trigger situation was fast developing. 

When British Ambassador Halifax called on me on December 21 , 
1942, I reminded him that the President had made one or more world- 
wide appeals, and I had made two such aK>eals, for the unification of all 
United Nations military forces and all people behind the lines in sup- 
port of those forces. I emphatically remarked that not one word had come 
from the British Government along the same line; instead, constant re- 
ports of a trouble-making nature relating to De Gaulle and the United 
States, De Gaulle and Darlan, or De Gaulle and some other disturbing 
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factor had come to us from our Embassy in London and through the 
British press and radio, 

“The war,” I said, “is not yet won. It could be lost. The battle of 
Africa is not won, and it’s not at all certain that the last word has been 
spoken in Spain. The situation behind the lines in Africa is as difficult and 
delicate as it can possibly be. In these circumstances, it seems to me that 
the British Government could serve the Allied cause very well by putting 
out to the world an earnest appeal for unity and teamwork among all the 
United Nations.” 

Halifax said he would present the matter to his Government. 

During this conversation I brought up with the Ambassador the 
likelihood of conflict at Djibouti, French Somaliland, where the British 
were trying to induce the French Governor to permit them to occupy the 
colony. I said this Government was not di^osed to interfere with British 
measures in the situation at Djibouti, provided the British did not get into 
a military dash with the French resulting in French blood being shed. 
Such a development, I said, would play havoc with our situation in North 
and West Africa and materially affect the prosecution of the African cam- 
paign, if not the war itself. 

Halifax said he fully appreciated this view, with which he personally 
agreed, and would present it to London. 

Three days later, as the situation at Djibouti continued dangerous, 
I suggested to Halifax that the British and American Governments be- 
tween them select two individuals, who would, in turn, choose a suitable 
Frenchman not conspicuously identified with either the Parian or the De 
Gaulle faction, to become head of French civil affairs at Djibouti. Halifax 
communicated this to his Government. Although this suggestion was not 
carried out, Britain followed ’our exhortation to handle the situation 
gently, and eventually French Somaliland came into the United Nations 
cause without bloodshed. 

But on the day of my conversation with Halifax, Christmas Eve, 
Admiral Darlan was assassinated at Algiers. 

I had never held any brief for Darlan’s activities at Vichy. I had 
condemned them in the strongest words possible. But there was no blink- 
ing the fact that he had been of great assistance to our landing in North 
Africa. 

Both the President and I excoriated the assassination. “The all-impor- 
tant consideration,” I said to the press, “is that we be not diverted for a 
moment from the supreme objective of the United Nations in the present 
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battle against the Axis forces for control of the African continent and the 
Mediterranean. This battle is still at a crucial and critical stage. The 
fullest measure of unified support is needed by General Eisenhower and 
his associates. 

‘‘Of Admiral Darlan, it may be repeated that the part he played in 
North Africa related primarily to the military situation and was of in- 
calculable aid to the Allied armies in the battle which is still raging. His 
assassination was an odious and cowardly act.’’ 

The slaying of Admiral Darlan did nothing to moderate the savage 
warfare of propaganda, maneuvering, and pressure raging between the 
two major French factions, the De GauUists and the anti-de Gaullists. 
Late in December and in January the De Gaullist press and radio attacks 
from Britidi soil against the French administration in North Africa 
reached a new crescendo, and our Government found itself in the midst of 
the barrage. General Giraud had taken over the leadership of the French 
in North Africa, in agreement with General Eisenhower, and the De 
Gaullist propaganda artillery was now aimed at him. 

I called to my office on December 31 British Minister Sir Ronald 
Campbell, in the absence of Halifax, to express the serious concern that 
many members of our Government and I felt over the course of what 
seemed to be British policy, more or less, to back up De Gaulle publicity 
aimed directly at this Government. I added that this propaganda was re- 
sented by many Americans. Our Government was doing all in its power 
to protect the British Government from attacks here, e^dally attacks on 
British policy with respect to India; but at the same time the British were 
more and more creating the impression that they were rather closely as- 
sociated with De Gaulle’s wide^read propaganda which was constantly 
attacking this Government in the most sweeping fashion. I concluded that 
I did not see how matters could drift on in this mannel much longer with- 
out unfortunate results. 

De Gaulle made a radio broadcast and issued a general public state- 
ment on January a, 1943, which constituted a wholly imjustified attack 
on the United States Government. Lord Halifa^s said to me on January 
5 that Foreign Secretary Eden had communicated to him that he had 
tried to stop De Gaulle from making the broadcast and issuing the state- 
ment, but ^d failed. 

“The public in this coimtry,” I commented, “is rapidly reaching the 
conclusion that De Gaulle is primarily interested not in winning the ex- 
tremely crucial battle in Africa, but in dismissing the military side of the 
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battle while negotiations are carried on to settle his demands for political 
supremacy in one form or another in the French Empire. It’s reported 
here that the entire British press and radio and many British leaders of 
public thought devoted the better part of the two days following De 
Gaulle’s broadcast to shouting their approval. And this was going on in 
Great Britain while the battle for most of Africa and the western Mediter- 
ranean area had become incr&isingly serious, and while the American and 
French generals in command had to give up their military emergency 
duties and go to the rear in an effort to calm a confused situation and dis- 
cuss the political aspiratioim of De Gaulle when ^proached by his repre- 
sentatives there.” 

I concluded by saying that the impression spreading in the United 
States, that Britain was supporting De Gaulle in his movement f(» politi- 
cal preferment at the espense of the prosecution of the African battle, 
woidd soon create real differences between our two coimtries. No one, I 
knew, would regret such a development more than the Minister and 
myself. 

Two days later Campbell came to my office with a memorandum 
containing views that Mr. Churchill and Eden wished to present to me. 
This was in answer to the strcmg representations I had made to Halifax 
and Campbell in preceding days. Mr. Churchill and Eden said they them- 
selves had been ceaselessly ei^sed to “emotional views of little men on 
politick matters,” and to check this entirely would involve their Govern- 
ment in a direct attack on freedom of Parliament and press. There was a 
deep loathing in Britain, particularly strong among the working classes, 
against anything that savored of intrigues with Darlan and Vichy. There 
was almost a passion on the subject, they insisted; and if it broke loose it 
would certainly cause differences of opinion and controversy in the United 
States. 

The Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary said they had done 
thar very best to help in the Darlan business and continued to do so with 
regard to Vichy contacts stiU being preserved in North Africa; but the 
general feding was that a brilliant military episode had been tarnished 
and tainted. 

After reading this memorandum, I remarked to Minister Campbell 
that I wished to correct any impression that we were mrging rigid censor- 
ship of the British press and radio which was supporting in tlm loudest 
and most extravagant ways De Gaulle’s derire for supreme political con- 
trol of Frmice. I added that when I was at the London Economic Confer- 
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ence in 1933 the Briti^ Government had only to indicate to the press the 
line of attack it desired made on some of the issues raised ^nd the press 
promptly complied. 

“I insist,” I said, “that where there is a plain and palpable inter- 
ference with the prosecution of the North African campaign by pure 
brazen politics it is high time, in my opinion, that this should receive the 
serious attention of the British Govermnent.” 

Minister Campbell handed me a further memorandum which pro- 
posed a settlement between De Gaulle and Giraud. This called for the 
establishment at Algiers of a single French authority to take the place 
of both the French National Committee in London and Giraud’s admin- 
istration in North Africa. This authority would not be recognized as the 
Government or even the provisional Government of France; but it wonld 
maintain relations with foreign governments, it would be treated as an 
Allied Power and be formally admitted to the ranks of the United Nations. 

As I talked over these developments with the President, he decided 
to make a personal effort to bring about an imderstanding between De 
Gaulle and Giraud. He and Prime Minister Churchill agre^ in exchanges 
of messages to go to Casablanca, French Morocco, for a conference at 
which De Gaulle and Giraud would be brought together. He left for Casa- 
blanca at the begiiming of January, 1943. 

A few days after his arrival in Casablanca, I received a message from 
him on January 18, in which he said, in paraphrase: 

“We produced the brid^oom. General Giraud, who cooperated very 
nicely on the prqpc^ed nuptials and was prepared to go through with it 
on our terms, 1 am sine. Our friends, however, could not produce De 
Gaulle, the temperamental bride. She has become quite hi^-hat about 
the whole affair and do^’t wish to see either of us, and shows no inten- 
tion of getting into the bed with Giraud. We intend to do ^ best we can 
under these circumstances, and 1 believe .can turn out sordething fairly 
good from it all. Giraud seems to me to be a man who wants to fight, 
and is not greatly interested in civil matters.” 

The “temperamental bride” did make an appearance in the course of 
the next few days and conversed at length with the “bridegroom.” No 
agreenent as to political nuptials ensued, however, and De Gaulle returned 
to London to renew bis attacks on all French elements that had not em- 
braced his movement, showing particular venom toward Giraud. 

After the President returned to Wa^ington he became angered at 
these attacks. His feeling was ail the more acute because he had made a 
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genuine effort to bring the two French leaders together in effective cooper- 
ation. 

Mr. Roosevelt recounted to me the difficulty he and Mr. Churchill 
had had in getting De Gaulle to go from London to Casablanca. 
Churchill, he said, had urgently communicated with De Gaulle in London, 
requesting his immediate presence for a conference at Casablanca with 
the President and himself. De Gaulle in effect ignored the request. 
Churchill made a second attempt, with the same result. Then the Presi- 
dent, knowing that De Gaulle was totally dependent on British subsidies, 
insisted to Churchffl that if the Prime Minister would send a message to 
London threatening in earnest to drop De Gaulle from his payroll, the 
Free French leader would probably change his mind. This Churchill did, 
with the result that De Gaulle appeared at Casablanca posthaste. 

The President said also that De Gaulle, walking up to him rather 
stiffly, remarked, “I am Joan of Arc. I am Clemenceau.” Mr. Roosevelt 
commented pointedly to me on the contrast betweai the two characters 
De Gaulle professed to embody. 

From the time of the Casablanca Conference the President refused 
to warm up to General de Gaulle and his movement except to pursue the 
policy of giving him full military aid. On February 3, at his request, 
I cabled H. Freeman Matthews, our Charg6 in Londcm, asking him to 
deliver this message to Eden from me: 

“The President has shown some annoyance at the continued prqia- 
ganda emanating from the De Gaulle headquarters in London. The Prea- 
dent labels their attitude as a continuing irritant. He knows that the 
I^me Minister would a^;ree with him and hopes that you can take further 
stq>s to allay the irritation.” 

Our troubles did not stem entirely from De Gaulle; we had our diffi- 
culties with Giraud as well, but they were not nearly so thorny. On Janu- 
ary 24 the Resident and Giraud had drawn up a memorandum whereby 
Mr. Roosevelt agreed that Giraud ^ould be considered as the trustee for 
French interests in French North Africa. Mr. Churchill had gone on to 
Turkey from Casablanca, and when he returned to Algiers he thought the 
language of the memorandum too broad. Consequently Churchill, Giraud, 
and Robert Murphy drew up a new memoranddm, which General Eisen- 
hower approved. Murphy cabled this to me on February 6, 1943. 

Article Three of this memorandum stated that the French nation and 
people were the only ones who could fix their representation and designate 
their Government. Because it was impossible for the French motherland 
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to pronounce freely her will, France did not now possess a recognizable 
Government, and the question of the future Government of France was 
not capable now of final solution. 

Article Four was the one relating to Giraud. This stated: “In the 
interests of the French people, ip order to safeguard France’s past, her 
present, and her future, the President of the United States of America and 
the British Prime Minister attribute to the French Commander-in-Chief, 
with his headquarters at Algiers, the right and duty of acting as a trustee 
for French interests, military, economic, and financial, in French terri- 
tories, which are associated or which hereafter become associated with the 
movement of liberation now established in French North and West Africa. 
They bind themselves to aid him in this task by all means in their power.’^ 

Murphy quoted Giraud as saying to Mr. Churchill and to him that he 
had understood from his conversation with the President that Mr, Roose- 
velt favored Giraud’s representation of French interests in the United 
States. He also said he hoped the British would support him in prevailing 
upon the French National Committee to cease its vindictive and personal 
radio campaign against certain Frenchmen in North Africa who were 
wholeheartedly and sincerely engaged in prosecuting the war against the 
Axis. 

While we were analyzing this memorandum, we received a second 
cable from Murphy stating that General Giraud wished the President to 
confirm that he recognized the Commander-in-Chief residing in Algiers as 
the trustee of French interests in the United States as well as in other 
countries “of American influences.” At the same time the American press 
carried an interview with Giraud’s assistant, M. Gentil, announcing his in- 
tention of visiting Latin American countries to obtain their reaction “to 
the possibility of recognizing the North African Government as legal for 
all France.” 

My associates and I thereupon drew up a memorandum for the Presi- 
dent, which I sent'liim on February ii. This attached Murphy’s telegram 
of February 6, communicating the text of the new mcimorandum, and re- 
ferred to his cable of February 9 and the Gentil interview. 

“These reports,” I said, “suggest the desirability of making our posi- 
tion on the subject entirely clear in order that there may be no doubt in 
the mind of anyone, including General Giraud and General de Gaulle, 
concerning our interpretation of Article Four,” 

I attached the draft of a cable that I proposed, if the President ap- 
proved, to send to Murphy. Following Mr. Roosevelt’s approval, this went 
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out February 15. It stated that a number of circumstances made it desir- 
able that there be no doubt in the mind of General Giraud concerning our 
interpretation of the memorandum. Our position, as determined by the 
President, was this: 

The question of recognition of a French Government until the French 
people were free to express their will was disposed of by Article Three. 
‘This therefore disposed of the question of a French diplomatic or con- 
sular service. 

We regarded Giraud as the trustee of French North African interests 
in the United States. We should welcome civilian representation from him 
on the French military mission in the United States. We did not recogiize 
Giraud as a trustee of French interests in the United States not associated 
with his movement. Giraud was, of course, aware of our relationship with 
the French National Committee. 

As for the question of representation in other countries, including the 
Latin American Republics, this was entirely Between Giraud and the 
countries concerned. If they asked us for advice 'we would inform them 
of the position we had taken. 

Within these limits Giraud could count on our full cooperation. 

My thought was that it was better for Giraud and all concerned not 
to play into the hands of De Gaulle and his professional agitators. With- 
out giving these agitators any new material to keep up their agitation, 
there would be little left for them to seize upon. 

After further exchanges to clarify the memorandum, the President 
approved the agreement with Giraud on March *27. 

It may thus be seen that the President and I had no intention to set 
up Giraud in opposition to De Gaulle as representing or heading a French 
Government fighting the Axis. We were opposed to setting up anyone 
in a capacity that would automatically make him a ruler of France when 
she diould be liberated by the American and British ^rmies. Our major 
interest was the protection of the right of the French people to make their 
own choice. 
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IN THE MIDST of our numerous problems in foreign relations 
during the first half of 1943, another fight faced the Administration over 
v^hether the Trade Agreements Act was to be renewed. Since the begin- 
ning of the year my associates and I had prepared for our fourth struggle 
on behalf of the trade agreements policy, which began with the Act of 
1934, and was ex^nded for three years in 1937 and again for three years 
in 1940. 

There persisted somewhat the same arguments in opposition that were 
made in 1940, when the battle against trade agreements was bitter; 
namely, that the advent of war had so dislocated trade as to render 'them 
useless. But the fact that the agreements during the ensuing three years 
had continued to operate effectively wherever it was possible for them to 
do so, rendered these arguments less efficacious, and the struggle to pre- 
serve the policy in 1943 was much less intense. 

By this time we had -trade agreements with twenty-seven countries. 
The war, however, with its special demands, had reduced the proportion of 
our foreign trade affected by the trade agreements program. Generally our 
trade was being conducted for the purpose of supplying the sinews of 
battle. On the other hand, the Lend-Lease program had enabled us to 
incorporate Article VII into the Lend-Lease agreements whereby the signa- 
tories agreed to the elimination of all forms of discriminatory treatment in. 
international commerce and the reduction of tariff and other trade barriers 
after the war. Britain, China, the Soviet Union, Belgium, Poland, The 
Netherlands, Greece, Czechoslovakia, Norway, Yugoslavia, Australia, New 
Zealand, and Canada had accepted this clause. 

I appeared before the House Ways and Means Committee on April 
12, 1943, to argue for a three-year extension of the Trade Agreements Act. 
I pointed out that of the twenty-seven countries with which we had con- 
cluded trade agreements, only tragic Finland was then at war with any of 
our allies, and even she was not at war with us. Of the others, sixteen were 
now by our side, at war with our enemies. Six of the remaining ten had 
broken off relations with the Axis countries and were cooperating with us 
in many ways. The remaining four were neutral, and one of these, Switzer- 
land, was representing American interests in the countries controlled by 
the enemy. 
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“The nations,” I said, “whidi entered into trade agreements did so 
because th^ were peace-loving nations, seeking peaceful relations in all 
rejects, economic and political. It is no accident, therefore, that in the 
searching test to which individuals and nations are being subjected in this 
war, those nations which have entered into a cooperative economic rela- 
tionship with us through the concluaon of trade agreements are oppodng 
rather than aiding the forces of aggression. 

“As we look into the future, it is this theme of international coopera- 
tion that should be u];q>ermost in our minds if we really want to make sure 
that another world conflict is not to be ahead of us after we win this war.” 

When victory came, I emphasized, we and other nations would have 
before us a choice of courses. Basically, that choice, even as it was in 1918, 
would be on the one hand between extreme nationalism, growing rivalries, 
jealousies, and hatreds — ^with the ultimate certainty of another and even 
more devastating war — and on the other hand increased international co- 
operation in a wide variety of fields, and at least the hope of secure peace 
for our children. 

1 pleaded for nonpartisan support of the trade agreements, sa3dng 
that this was neither Republican nor Democratic doctrine, but American 
doctrine, and the greater the extent to which we could get it accepted by 
other nations, the better would be the project for our own future pros- 
perity and peace. 

I ai^ared before the Senate Finance Committee on May 17 to carry 
this argument still further. 

The House of Rqrresentatives by a vote of 343 to 6 $, passed a resolu- 
tion to extend the Act for two years instead of the three years we had 
asked for. The Representatives believed that within those two years the 
war would be over, and the issue could then be reviewed. The Senate 
on June 2 approved the resolution in this fcmn by 59 to 23 votes, and the 
President sigtred it on June 7. 

The Trade Agreements Act thus remained on the statute books druring 
the difficult days of international trade in wartime. The trade agreements 
continued to exist to furnish, along with Article VII of the Lend-Lease 
master agreements, a sound basis on which to build economic relationsh^ 
for the years to follow the war. 

In the spring of 1943 Prime Minister Churchill and Foreign Secretary 
Edmr paid sq)arate visits to Washington, and their presence here fumi^ed 
an excellent c^portunity to thrash out a number of questions, some of 
which were disturbing our relations. Chief among them was Franc*. 
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Before I left Washington on February 23 for a rest at Palm Beach 
I asked Eden by cable to postpone his visit for a few days. After I arrived 
in Florida, Welles informed me it was not convenient for Eden to delay his 
visit. He said that the Preadent and he, Welles, thought it was all right 
for Eden to come on, that they would take care of our side of the con- 
versations, and that 1 should remain in Florida to complete my rest. 

I was on the train that night for Wadiington, cutting my vacation 
five days short, and arrived Sunday March 14. 

Eden, with Ambassador Halifax, came in to see me the following 
day. We at once took up the Free French situation and its bearing on the 
relations between Britain and the United States. Eden did not seem to me 
to be familiar with the United States’ side of the question. I therefore gave 
him a complete exposition of our policy toward Vichy, the Free French, 
and the French people as a whole, from the time of the fall of Paris on. 
I emphasized the fact that Mr. Churchill in 1941 had in writing strongly 
urged this Government to maintain its policy toward Vichy, and that on 
other occasions, including his two visits to this country, he personally had 
urged me jLo continue it by all means. Mr. Chur( 3 iill had said, among other 
things, that, if the United States discontinued relations with Vichy, the 
French fleet would go over to the Germans, thus giving the balance of 
power in the Mediterranean to the enemy. 

I said to Eden that De Gaulle had rarely ever approached this Gov- 
ernment except for political recognition, and he had never engaged in 
serious discussion of the military situation. ‘‘This 'Government, ” I said, 
“not deeming it practical to become involved in French politics, consist- 
ently declined to join in the desires of De Gaulle for general and world- 
wide political recognition. And, so far as I know, that’s the sum total of 
his grievance against us.” 

The American Government, I emphasized, had no ill will toward De 
Gaulle; but we regretted that he seemed to be so constituted, tempera- 
mentally at least, that he sought political preferment in the main. I quoted 
Mr. Churchill as saying to us that De Gaulle was a most difiScult person 
to get along with and had given the British almost unlimited trouble. I 
concluded by saying that if there were other cases of temperament like 
De Gaulle’s they would materially interfere with the military undertakings 
of our Government. 

Eden made a mild effort to justify Great Britain’s course by mention- 
ing the aid that De Gaulle had given Britain in the war. I contended 
tha^ the tremendous aid the United States had given Britain and the whole 
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Allied cause through its Vichy policy more thaa counterbalanced this as- 
sistance. 

The following day Eden and Halifax called and handed me a state- 
ment Mr. Churchill proposed to make in the House of Commons on the 
next day, and caressed a desire that we approve it and release one of our 
own here at the same time. This statement backed up the speech General 
Giraud had just made in which he abolished French legislation in North 
Africa subsequent to Jime 22, 1940, thus removing all race distinction be- 
tween native Moslems and Jews. Giraud declared that municipal assran- 
blies and general councils would resume their traditional role with their 
members elected by the people. 

After telephoning the President, I prepared and rdeased a statement 
in which I said we were in the heartiest accord with the British Prime 
Minister’s timely and splendid statement and we found satisfaction in 
strongly commending the further step toward French unity taken by 
Giraud. I had already, on March 15, made a public statemoit heartily 
praising Giraud’s speech as making it possible “for all elements who de- 
sire the defeat of the Axis powers and the liberation of French territory 
to unite in their will to rid French soil of the weight of the Axis yoke.” 

I again took up with Eden on March 22 the question of North Africa 
and the position of the De Gaulle organization. I commented that De 
Gaulle had apparently entrenched himself with the support of large British 
new^pers, which at times he turned loose on us with bitter criticism of 
certain attitudes and policies of this Government that did not please him. 
This had the effect of confusing public opinion and diverting it from the 
main purpose we were determined to accomplish in North Africa — the 
defeat of the enemy and the liberation of that area from Axis domination. 

“The pec^le of this country,” I said, “are now of course able .to 
see what we are driving at. Urey thoroughly understand that we consider 
the fighting of the enemy our first aim, and that we have continually had 
in mind and have never lost sight of the gradual liberalization of condi- 
ticms in North Africa, promoting all such steps along these lines as mi^t 
be possible without interfering with the military situation.” 

I then remarked that, during the time so many attacks had been 
directed against American policies, no statement had ever been made by 
Mr. Churdiill, Eden, or any official of the British Government. It would 
be extremdy helpful in promoting and sustaining good relationships be- 
tween the British and American pe<^les for more public concurrence with 
American policy to be expressed from time to time. I asked Eden point- 
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blank whether of&:ials of the British Goveminent could not occasionally 
drop some appropriate statement with respect to this as we went along. 

Eden readily agreed that something might be done along these lines, 
but I did not gain the impression that either he or Halifax was convinced 
of the advisability of the British Government’s taking action to indicate 
solidarity with the American viewpoint. 

I said to Eden we had information that De Gaulle was making an- 
other drive for political power. In connection with the forthcoming con- 
versations between his organization and the Giraud authorities in North 
Africa he fully expected to press for control, as political head, of whatever 
form of cooperation might result from the talks. I remarked that our own 
policy toward the French situation had always been that no supreme polit- 
ical power should be set up now to exercise control over the French peo- 
ple. No provisional Government should be created or recognized, and any 
political activities ^ould be kqjt to the minimum dictated by necessity. 

Eden said it was his understanding that De Gaulle did not want to 
set up either a Government or a provisional Government, but did want to 
establish a unified French authority that could deal with French questions 
all over the world. He asked whether there would be any objection on our 
part to the creation and recognition of some central authority of this kinii 

I replied that it was our earnest desire to have the French factions 
settle these questions among themselves. Up to that time we had recog- 
nized the authority of each group with respect to the territory in which it 
was operating. We particularly deared to refrain from introducing politi- 
cal questions into our relations with different French factions. We had 
alwa}^ stressed our desire that these French organizations should have a 
military character. 

Eden then asked whether, assuming that the French got together and 
agreed on a unified authority that might deal with questions affecting all 
territori^ then under French control, such an arrang^ent would be satis- 
factory to this Government. 

I said that it seemed to me perfectly {possible for the French factions 
to agree on certain things, but that we must always consider the true rela- 
tion of such a tmified action. It would not be possible for them to be con- 
sidered as having political authority with respect to the French people or 
the di^Qsition of French territories before it became possible for the 
French people to reestablish their own Government by their own will. 

Halifax then posed two questions. One: Was it desirable for Giraud 
and De Gaulle to get together? Two: In getting together and making it 
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clear that the formation of their organization was purely temporary and 
did not prejudice any future authority for France, was it possible for 
them to form some organism comparable to the French National Commit- 
tee in London? 

I replied that if such a committee were formed it was absolutely es- 
sential to avoid the picture that was presented by some of the refugee 
Governments which would try to go back to their countries and cany on 
the authority that they had exercised while in exile. It was our opinion 
that some refugee Governments, which had experienced numerous changes 
of personnel, were no longer representative of the will of their peoples. 

“Particularly in the case of France,” I said, “which has no Govern- 
ment, it seems to me that it would be inadvisable for any political power 
to be assumed by such an organization.” 

Eden said his Government would say “No” to any question of a 
Government of France, even provitional, but did not object to a rather 
larger French National Committee composed of peqple from both French 
factions. The British Government would consider that these persons were 
not officials but merely place holders temporarily dealing with questions 
that might affect French interests everywhere. 

Prime Minister Churchill came to the United States in May, 1943, 
at the moment when the last Axis resistance in North Africa ceased and 
the vast African continent passed wholly into the hands of the Allies. 

At that moment, too. General de Gaulle was making almost frantic 
efforts to fiy to Algiers for a conference with General Giraud, with the 
probable intention of bringing Giraud into his movenqent and himself 
taking charge in North Africa. 

The President gave me on May 8 a memorandum he intended hand- 
ing Mr. Churchill, and asked my conunents. In it he said that the issue 
presented in the French situation had come to a head and we must take 
a definite petition that would determine the future of the controvert. 

I handed the President on May 10 a memorandum in which I agreed 
with his premise and added that if the controversy, although outwardly 
between two French factions, were permitted to continue it might involve 
both the British and the American Government in dilSBiculties. 

The issue at stake, I commented, was not only the success of our 
future military operations, but also the very future of France itself. I was 
in complete agreement with the statemmit in the President’s memorandum 
that United Nations military forces must be on hand in France at the 
conclusion of hostilities to prevent anarchy and remain just as long a 
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period as the French people in metropolitan France, unhampered and dn- 
threatened, needed to formulate machinery to carry on a French Govern- 
ment. 

^It is very evident,” I said, “that the French National Committee is 
basing its whole policy on the idea that, when France is liberated from 
the Germans, organized elements under De Gaulle may be in control. At 
the moment, this policy is leading the De Gaullists to attack all French 
and other elements not with them. To obtain this control, De Gaulle has 
permitted to come under his umbrella all the most radical elements in 
France. Under their statement of April i, the Communists in France, 
probably the most highly organized political group there today, have an- 
nounced their insistence that De Gaulle be their leader.” 

My memorandum pointed out that the British Government had given 
its full financial and official weight to the De Gaulle movement. Thus the 
active propaganda carried on in the United States and in North Africa 
against all elements insisting on the free and untrammeled will of the 
French people to determine their own future had had more weight than 
would have been otherwise possible. 

“Today, however, we face a situation,” I said, “where De Gaulle’s 
active political propaganda directed from London immediately threatens 
the military success against the Axis Powers to which we have dedicated 
our every effort. It cannot but be realized from your message of con- 
gratulation for the Allied victory in North Africa that the real French 
contribution was given by the French forces under General Giraud, while 
throughout the period of the battle De Gaulle, through his political agita- 
tion directed from London, caused nothing but disturbance and concern to 
our military commanders.” 

The remedy for this situation, I pointed out, was in our hands to- 
day, but might not be tomorrow. We therefore had to reach an agreement 
with the British on the fimdamental question of the future of France and 
the manner in which the free expression of the French will as to their 
Government might be obtained. 

If this agreement with the British could not be reached, I recom- 
mended that the President state candidly in his forthcoming conversation 
with Mr. Churchill: “Since General Giraud is fully cooperating and con- 
tributing to the military purposes we had in view, and his military aid in 
North Africa is an essential in our war effort, we intend to support him 
in every way as military head of the French Allied forces whose collabora- 
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tidh is not only essential to the British and Americans, but to the cause 
of the United Nations as well.” 

The Preadent, after reading this memorandum, readily agreed with 
.my various points, and said he would take them up wit^ Mr. Churchill. 

Mr. Roosevelt made little headway with the Prime Minister, how- 
ever, and he therefore asked Mr. Churchill to talk to me on the subject. 
The distinguished visitor thereupon asked me to caU upon him at the 
White House for a private talk, which I did on May 13. 

He began the conversation by expressing his extreme gratification at 
the final and complete military victory in Africa. 

I interjected to say, “ ‘Your’ and our Vichy policy has been justified 
and vindicated 100 per cent.” 

He promptly replied with enthusiasm that it had been vindicated 140 
per cent. It had been one of the greatest classical operations, perfect in 
every essential respect in that the air, land, and naval forces and the 
diplomatic activities of our Governments were all synchronised with great 
precision and thrown against the enemy with the most powerful effect. 

The Prime Minister said that the United States had not recmed 
credit for the two years’ work of paving the way for the African expedi- 
tion under our Vichy policy. 

“I must agree witti you on that,” I remarked, “but one of these days 
the full facts will come out.” 

Mr. Churchill said the Preadent had suggested be might talk to me 
about De Gaulle. He was not pushing forward De Gaulle, he pointed out, 
although he had heard it reported that we felt that De Gaulle was receiv- 
ing British financial support with which to do the things that were most 
objectionable to us. He and Eden found De Gaulle tarible to get on with, 
and he wanted it understood that they were not undertaking to build him 
up. He added that we on the other hand should not get behind Giraud 
and pit him against De Gaulle, one reason being that De Gaulle was con- 
sidered a symbol of French resistance and the British just could not throw 
him overboard, notwithstanding his many very objectionable and difficult 
ways. 

“The ons big point in the situation,” I said, “that ^ould appeal to 
both our Governments alike is that if this De Gaulle matter is allowed to 
go forward as it has been, it will undoubtedly bring about serious friction 
between our two Governments. Large sections of people in this country 
will finally become aroused through false propaganda and constant agita- 
tions and machinations on the part of the De Gaulle organization, and 
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in turn the two Governments will be subject to repercussions that will 
seriously affect the relations between them.” 

I said there was nothing personal implied in my remarks, but I 
widaed to point out with emphasis the poisonous propaganda activities of 
the De Gaulle organization both in this country and in North Africa. In 
the latter area the purpose seemed to be to undermine and break down 
support of Giraud and then for De Gaulle to take charge politically from 
top to bottom and transplant this organization to metropolitan France. 

De Gaullist agents were then trying to wean French sailors away 
from French ships touching at American ports and to induce them to be- 
come De Gaullists by offering them higher salaries. At the President’s or- 
ders, following a request from the Giraud mission, the sailors who left 
their ships were treated by our immigration authorities as deserters. This 
was to prevent further desertions and the immobilization of the French 
ships. The De Gaulle group, of course, demanded their release. 

I called these incidents to the Prime Minister’s attention, saying that 
wherever a De Gaulle representative went he kept everything in an uproar. 
I then made very emphatic more than once the imiversal belief that the 
British were definitely behind such De Gaullist actions with money, the 
aid of their radio stations, and through other methods. 

Mr. Churchill replied, first, that he personally was utterly disgusted 
with De Gaulle and, second, that the British were not aiding him as much 
as I seemed to think. 

I suggested that there were numerous ways for the British to get 
away from their build-up of De Gaulle, rapidly or gradually, if the latter 
course should prove necessary, 

I made no special impression on the Prime Minister concerning this 
point, since he continued to urge that this Government should not support 
Giraud to the point of engaging in a quarrel with De Gaulle and the 
British. I replied that this would be the inevitable outcome of the British 
policy in regard to De Gaulle, 

Our conversation ended without any particular accord. On May 19, 
1943, I sent the President a dispatch from Robert D. Murphy in Algiers 
quoting General Catroux, one of De Gaulle’s principal lieutenants, in a 
very frank revelation of some of the machinations going on within the 
De Gaulle committee to get full control over all French elements. Catroux 
showed Murphy a long communication from De Gaulle expressing the 
greatest distrust of American policy, which he asserted was opposed to 
French unity and a strong France, and fear that the United States was 
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counting on an early Italian debacle and would make concessions to Italy 
at the expense of France in order to arrive at an early armistice. 

Catroux recommended that the British and American Governments 
take a definite stand, making it clear that they supported fully the idea 
of French unity but opposed De Gaulle’s drive for personal power. He 
pointed out that the British Government had an^le means at its disposal 
to insist on the termination of De Gaulle’s present tactics. 

In an accompanying memorandum, I said to the Preadent: “I feel 
that you and Prime Minister Churchill are becoming more and more 
equally interested in disposing of this increa^gly troublesome and seri- 
ous, not to say dangerous problem.” 

Mr. Roosevelt was unable, however, to win Mr. Churchill to the full 
and definite agreement both he and I deared. 

At the end of May, De Gaulle, following numerous exchanges of mes- 
sages with General Giraud, finally flew to Algiers for conferences with him. 
He immediately exerted all the pressure he could command to obtain con- 
trol in North Africa, and met with much success. Marcel Peyrouton, Gov- 
ernor General of Algeria, who was among the first on De Gaulle’s black- 
list, resigned to become an infantry captain. 

Then on June 3 De Gaulle and Giraud announced the formation of 
the French Committee of National Liberation, of which they were co-presi- 
dents. They proclaimed the committee as the French central power, which 
would direct the French war effort in all forms and in aU places and 
would exercise French sovereignty in all territories placed beyond the 
enemies’ power. 

Regardless of the tactics of pressure used by De Gaulle to achieve 
this end, the President and I, after consultation with Mr. Churc hi ll and 
Eden, decided to accept this development in the hope that it would end the 
bitter fighting between French factions and bring them unity of action. 
The committee, moreover, had announced that it would turn over its 
powers to the provisional French Government that would be established 
as soon as permitted by the liberation of metropolitan France. 

On June 8 Henri Hoppenot, chief ad interim of the French Military 
Purchasing Commission, and Philippe Baudet, delegate ad interim of the 
French National Committee in the United States, called on me and handed 
me a notice of the formation of the French Committee of National Libera- 
tion and the text of the declaration establishing it. 

I said to them that, as was well known, this Government had con- 
tinuously hoped for the unification of all Frendi resistants in a common 
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effort against Axis aggression, wherever it might be found throughout the 
world. I therefore warmly welcomed the spirit in which the French Com- 
mittee of National Liberation had been formed. 

I concluded by expressing deep appreciation of the spirit of sacrifice 
that had made the union of true French interests possible, and added the 
conviction that the same spirit would continue to animate all Frenchmen 
in meeting the problems still to be faced for the liberation of continental 
France. 

We made this statement public the following day, while Prime Minis- 
ter Churchill communicated somewhat the same thought to the House of 
Commons. 

The President’s thoughts toward the French Committee, however, 
were clearly indicated in a memorandum he wrote following his receipt on 
June 6, of a memorandum from Robert Sherv^ood of the Office of War 
Information, who suggested that France be included among the United 
Nations in the celebration of United Nations Day on June 14, and that 
the President make a statement £or the inauguration of a new radio station 
near Algiers on that day. Mr. Roosevelt’s memorandum, addressed on 
June 8 to his executive secretary, Stephen T. Early, said: ‘‘Will you talk 
with Cordell about this? I have distinct doubts as to whether a United 
France should be included in the roster of the United Nations next Mon- 
day. I should say that was premature. Also I hesitate to make any state- 
ment.” 

Early sent this to me for my comment. I replied on June 10 that, 
while we had been notified that the French Committee of National Libera- 
tion had been formed, there were many unsettled questions as to the com- 
mittee’s future. Consequently we agreed with the President that any action 
at this time looking to the admission of the French into the United Na- 
tions would be premature. Furthermore, I concluded, it was our custom 
to consult certain other United Nations before admitting new membeis. 

Despite our new note of friendship toward the French committee, 
there still remained two basic questions. One was our desire that General 
Giraud should be left in full command of the French military establish- 
ment in North Africa — for it was vital that no disturbance diould cut 
athwart our lines of communication and suj^ly. On June 19 the British 
and ourselves requested assurances from both De Gaulle and Giraud that 
there would be no important change in the French command in North 
Africa at present, Giraud continued as the French commander, at least 
for the time being. 
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Prime Minister Churchill was in full agreement with the President 
on this military question. He cabled on June i8 that it was imperative 
that the French Army in North Africa, especially on the eve of the great 
operation then pending (the invasion of Sicily) should be in loyal and 
trustworthy hands. He said he agreed with the President that no confi- 
dence could be placed in De Gaulle’s friendship for the Allies, and he 
himself could not be responsible to the British nation whose armies had 
been placed under Eisenhower’s command if the existence of a French 
Army under potentially hostile control, not properly subordinated to the 
Supreme Command, disturbed or endangered the Allied base and lines of 
communication. He expressed his pleasure at the clear instructions the 
President had given to General Eisenhower not to permit De Gaulle to 
direct, or to control through his partisans, the French Army in North 
Africa in the field of supplies, training, or operations. 

The second question was the degree of official recognition to be given 
the new conunittee. Was it to be regarded as a provisional government 
or .was it not? This question was to be partly settled at the First Quebec 
Conference, which was now in the offing. 

The question that further troubled us was whether De Gaulle was 
going to be content with his apparent copartnership with Giraud, or 
whether he intended to maneuver within the new committee so as to ob- 
tain complete control. We had every reason to suspect the latter. 

I now began to get a few indications that Prime Minister Churchill’s 
attitude toward De Gaulle, despite the s^eement betwemi De Gaulle and 
Giraud in Algiers, was becoming more barbed. Eden, however, was not 
keeping pace with Mr. Churchill in this change. 

British Ambassador Halifax called on June 17 to hand me an dd&- 
mhnmre from his Govermnent which stated that British subsidies to De 
Gaulle’s headquarters in London were being terminated, and any future 
payments would be made to the French Committee of National Liberation 
at Algiers. 

Calculating the amount of the subsidy, as based cm the June pay- 
ment of £1,300,000, I estimated that the British had been paying De 
Gaulle’s headquarters annually a minimum of $60,000,000. Unfortrmately, 
some of this subsidy had financed De Gaulle’s attacks on the United 
States Government. 

On the same day Robert D. Murphy in Algiers cabled me the British 
pre^ guidance that had come from the Prime Minister. This stated that 
Mr. Churchill was concerned at the apparent bias in favor of De Gaulle 
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in press messages from Algiers and in their presentation in England. 
De Gaulle, the Prime Minister said, owed ever3rthing to British assistance 
and support; but he could not be considered a trustworthy friend of 
Britain. Wherever he had been he had left a trail of Anglophobia behind 
him. He had made many attempts to play Britain against the United 
States, and vice versa. He had done his utmost to cause friction between 
British and French in Sjnria. It was part of his strategy to gain prestige 
in France by showing how rough he could be with the British and French 
and now with the Americans. He had undoubtedly fascist and dictatorial 
tendencies. At one time he represented himself as a sole barrier against 
Commimism; at another, as enjoying Communist support. The Prime 
Minister pointed out that President Roosevelt, the best and truest friend 
that Britain and Europe ever had had, maintained strong views on the 
subject of De Gaulle. 

Within the lines of this dispatch I could detect some results of the 
^phatic talks the President and I had had with the Prime Minister 
concerning De Gaulle. 

Lord Halifax called on June 24 to inform me, at Eden’s request, that 
his Government would no longer support the publication in London of 
two Free French newspapers. Eden admitted that one of these, the paper 
and finances for which were furnished by the British Government, had 
spent most of its time in attacking the United States or General Giraud 
or in making general trouble for the Britidi Government itself. 

We made much progress at this time in settling another French prob- 
lem — that of the French West Indies. Admiral Hoover and Samuel Reber, 
Assistant Chief of the Department’s Division of European Affairs, whom 
we had sent to Martinique in May, 1942, had negotiated an agreement 
with Governor Robert very shortly after the Allied landings in North 
Africa in November, 1942. The agreement was to our satisfaction in that 
it gave us sufficient guarantees that the French islands should not be used 
in any way by the Axis. 

Stiff-necked Governor Robert, however, who still thought his alle- 
giance was to Marshal Petain despite the German occupation of Vichy 
France, raised innumerable objections to carrying out the agreement. On 
April 26, 1943 , 1 instructed our Consul General at Martinique, Marcel E. 
Malige, to return to this country, thus terminating the informal direct 
relations we had with the French West Indies. 

After the creation by De Gaulle and Giraud of the Committee of 
National Liberation in Algiers, Governor Robert resigned. We thereupon 
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agreed with the committee that Henri Hoppenot, Director of Civil Services 
of the French Military Mission in Washington, should be designated to 
assume authority over the French West Indies, also called the French 
Antilles, and to go to Martinique. 

We worked out a statement to this effect with Hoppenot and the 
War and Navy Departments. 1 sent it to the President, on July 13; he 
approved; and it was issued that day. In it we stated that Hoppenot had 
assured this Government that the facilities and resources of the French 
Antilles would be devoted to the fullest extent to the prosecution of the 
war against the Axis; that the, military interests of the United States in 
the Caribbean were fully recognized; and that all immobilized French 
naval and merchant ships would be put to use. We would send rehef 
supplies to Martinique and Guadeloupe, cooperate in the resumption of 
their economic life, and return Consul General Malige to his post. 

Thus ended the question of Martinique and her sister island. In the 
face of Governor Robert’s intransigence we had been extremely forbearing. 
Desiring to create no cause for conflict in the Caribbean, we had, as the 
President commented to me, “taken it on the chin” for many months. But 
by exercising what at times was almost ^superhuman patience and re- 
straint, we had at last achieved our purpose without a direct struggle with 
the hardheaded and small-bore Governor. 

Toward the middle of June, Eden had invited me to make a trip to 
London during which we could talk over our various problons. 'W^en 
Halifax presented the invitation I said I hoped I mi^t l:w able to accept. 
ChurchiU, using his code name “Former N^val Person,” cabled the Presi- 
dent on June 22 with reference to Halifax’s report of our conversation. 
“After all the visits we have inflicted upon you,” he said, “I really think 
it is time we played the hosts; and, short of yourself, there is certainly 
no one whose visit would be more welcome to the public or more valuable 
to us than Mr. Hull.” 

The Prime Minister said he hoped very much that the President 
would give me any encouragement he might think I needed. The Presi- 
dmit sent the message to me with his comment: “I do hope that you can 
go this autumn. I honestly think it would do a great deal of good.” 

I thought hard over the invitation. I, too, thought that much good 
could be accomplished by going to London. On the other hand, it was 
probable that Mr. Churchill and Eden would soon again be on this side 
of the Atlantic, and there were problems coming to a head over here that 
had to be settled. 
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I replied to Eden on July 7 expressing my deep gratitude to the Prime 
Minister and to him for their invitation and saying I had delayed my 
final reply in violation of propriety in an anxious effort to see my way 
clear to accept. It was with the profoundest regret that I was unable 
to do so. 

New cable exchanges were now taking place between President Roose- 
velt and Prime Minister Churchill on the broader subject of the relations 
of our two countries to the French Committee of National Liberation. 
Mr. Churchill had cabled on July 8 a suggested formula for accepting the 
committee and dealing with it as the organization acting for French inter- 
ests in French territory which acknowledged its authority, subject always 
to the military requirements of the American and British forces. 

After my associates and I had studied this in detail, I sent the Presi- 
dent a memorandum on July 17 suggesting that for the present the com- 
mittee should give further and more satisfactory evidence of its complete 
and genuine unity with the hitherto French factional elements in support 
of the single cause of the French Empire and of the United Nations. 
There continued visible signs of bitter propaganda against French ele- 
ments by other French groups, and against the Allied Governments. There 
were appearances of unity on the surface, but only on the surface. 

We drew up, however, a suggested formula for future relationship 
with the French Committee of National Liberation. This stated that the 
British and American Governments were prepared to treat with the com- 
mittee as administering those parts of the French overseas empire that 
acknowledged its authority, and as acting as a trustee for French interests. 
The committee would afford such military and economic facilities as might 
be required by the United Nations for the prosecution of the war. 

The President sent our formula to Mr. Churchill on July 22. At the 
same time he informed him that he objected to the use of the word “recog- 
nition” in any form. 

Mr. Churchill replied on August 3, sending us a new Foreign Office 
formula. Despite the President’s objection the British came right back 
with the word “recognition.” 

In a memorandum to the President on August 5 I pointed out the 
necessity, in our dealings with the French committee, to make a clear-cut 
distinction between military and other questions. The British had not 
made this clear. 

It was perfectly plain to us that De Gaulle already was exerting every 
effort to make himself supreme in the committee and take over Giraud’s 
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position as commander-in-chief of the French Forces in North Africa. The 
French committee on July 31 had issued a new decree creating a Commit- 
tee of National Defense under the chairmanship of De Gaulle. Giraud, 
interested only in military matters, was a babe in arms in dealing with 
De Gaulle on a political level. If De Gaulle, whose hostility to the United 
States was well known, assumed military control of North Africa, he 
would in all probability create innumerable difficulties for General Eisen- 
hower. 

In my memorandum to the President I said: “We have assumed that 
this Government has imdertaken to equip a French Army of approxi- 
mately 300,000 men to serve, in the first instance, under the direct orders 
of General Giraud and, in the final analysis, under the orders of the Allied 
Commander-in-Chief. We likewise assume that this undertaking on our 
part was predicated on the understanding that General Giraud would 
have the final word with respect to the French forces which we are arm- 
ing, and that in military matters General Giraud would be the sole re- 
sponsible French authority with whom the two Governments would deal 
with respect to the French armed forces.” 

I attached for the President a new draft of an Anglo-American agree- 
ment which sought to reconcile our various drafts with those of the Brit- 
i^. This he sent to Mr. Churchill. 

As their exchanges continued, the Preadent and the Prime Minister 
agreed that they should meet, along with Eden and me, at Quebec, begin- 
ning August II. I sent Mr. Roosevelt on August ii the draft of a state- 
ment he might issue if he reached an agreement with Mr. ChurchiU on 
relations with the French committee. I asked him, if an agreement were 
concluded, to withhold publicity long enough for us to inform the Soviet 
Government prior to any announcement. The President and I had agreed 
that he should leave Wa^ngton before me, so as to begin his military 
t alk s with Mr. Churchill, and that I would join him in Quebec on 
August 20. 
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BEFORE PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT LEFT for Quebec he re- 
quested Sumner Welles to resign as Under Secretary of State. He called 
Welles to his office at the White House and made this clear to him . 

During the previous few weeks the President and I had talked more 
than once about the problem of Welles. We were in agreement that he 
should resign, be given a special appointment outside the country, and 
assume the new duties involved. 

Some of the problems presented by Under Secretary Welles, which 
I will not enumerate at length since no purpose would be served by so 
doing, had been growing for two to three years. The Rio de Janeiro 
Conference in January, 1942, had demonstrated an attitude of his which 
was not new to me — his readiness to make major decisions from time to 
time without consulting me. 

From our earliest association I had sought to give him reasonable 
latitude in carrying on his work. I had asked him to go directly to the 
President with matters on which he was working, especially when I was 
closely engaged at the Department. This was in line with my policy that 
my immediate associates, the Under Secretary, the Counselor, and the 
Assistant Secretaries, should see the President themselves on specified 
matters and with my knowledge. I felt that this occasional contact would 
give them more experience, greater prestige, and keener interest in their 
work, and also relieve me of some of the innumerable burdens thrust upon 
a Secretary of State, especially in the difficult times through which we 
were passing. 

I found, however, that Welles abused this privilege by going to the 
President at times without my knowledge, and even attempting to secure 
a decision, again without my knowledge. There was perhaps some ex* 
planation for this tendency in the fact that Mr. Roosevelt and Welles were 
old family friends with the same social and school background. 

During the period leading up to the outbreak of the war in Europe, 
when my duties in the Department were piling higher and higher each 
month, I authorize Welles to see many or most of the Ambassadors and 
Ministers desiring to call at the Department, especially in connection with 
routine matters and those of lesser importance. Naturally I would, in any 
event, see all foreign representatives desiring to see me, and also would 
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keep in contact -with them on matters of major importance. Also, Welles 
was expected to bring or send foreign representatives to me in connection 
with crucial questions. This last I soon discovered he was not doing 
in a number of instances, notwithstanding that I had made clear that I 
must insist on seeing representatives on such occasions, no matter how 
busy I was. Later, when a topflight Ambassador came to see me at my 
invitation and I asked him to come back again and resume our discussion, 
he immediately threw up his hands and said I would have to speak first 
with Mr. Welles. The foregoing practices gradually but steadily became 
more aggravated. 

I b^an to note that Welles was canying on personal correspondence 
with our diplomats and with ofGoals of other Governments which should 
have been carried on through the official chaimels of the State Depart- 
ment. He was sending personal notes to them and invitmg personal re- 
sponses from thmn on matters calling for Department notes handled in the 
regular way. The adverse effect of this was that he was gathering into his 
own hands items of negotiaticm or discussion that should have been of 
more general knowledge to me and to the Department officers directly 
concerned. - 

In the late spring of 1942 Welles delivered two addresses on foreign 
affairs that tended to commit this Government to new lines of foreign 
policy. The more important was on Memorial Day at Arlington Cemetery, 
during the visit of Foreign Commissar Molotov, and dealt with our post- 
war plans. On neither occasion did he consult with me in advance as to 
these new pronouncements. 

I called Welles to my office on June 20, 1942, and pointed out to 
him that no Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary had ever had the 
function of giving out new foreign policy to any extent, and this function 
did not in any sense exist now. Any attempt to have two leaders in the 
person of the Secretary and the Under Secretary both undertake it 
or to have the Under Secretary assume this role alone, I said, aeated a 
situation that I could not acquiesce in for a moment 

I added that, under the well defined rules of the State Department, 
noJUnder Secretary or Assistant Secretary should go direct to the Presi- 
dent on any official matters except at the President’s direction or with the 
knowledge and authority of the Secretary, and no one knew this better 
than Welles himself. I said that the unprecedented privilege I had given 
him of access to the White House might have been a mistake on my part. 
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for it was a privilege that lume of his predecessors, to my knowledge, 
had had. 

Welles replied that he was not aware that he had been defining new 
foreign poliqr in his speeches. He then said that, in view of what 1 had 
said, he would cease making speeches altogether. 

I responded that he made splendid speeches, and that I should like 
to see him make even a hundred speeches in support of the war; this 
single question of omitting new foreign policy from his speeches, unless 
we had screed upon it, was the sole thing I had in mind. 

To my surprise, Welles continued to the end of our conversation to 
confuse the two entirely different classes of speeches, and to insist that 
he would not make any more q>eeches at all. To my further surprise, he 
said that the President had remarked m a conversation that he himself 
did not expect to make any speech on postwar problems but it would be 
all right for other members of the Government to do so as trial balloons. 

I replied that he had not told me about this talk with the President, 
nor was it in harmoi^ with his first contention that he was not conscious 
of having referred to new foreign policy. 

Our conversation had the effect of clearing the air for the time being. 
Subsequently Welles did make speeches on foreign affairs, but he con< 
suited with me first. Nevertheless, he did not cease his practice of going 
to the President over my head. I could not repose the same confidence 
in him that I did in my other associates. 

I felt that, notwithstanding his education and training in foreign 
affairs, he was narrower and less sound than my other associates on quite 
a number of major questions and policies. Before the war in Europe famw 
we differed on armed intervention in Cuba and (m our evaluation of the 
results of the Munich Conference. After war came, we differed on the 
Western Hemisphere Neutrality Zone and on the proposed ultimatum to 
Japan to which Roosevelt and Churchill agreed at the Atlantic Confer- 
ence, and in the formulation of which he had been an adviser. I felt this 
would have brought on war with the Japanese at a time when we were 
less prepared than at the time of Pearl Harbor. After Pearl Harbor we 
differed on the handling of Argentina at the Rio Conference, on the nature 
of his ^peedbtes, and on the structure of the postwar international security 
organization with which 1 deal in Part Ei^t. These divergences were due 
at times to a difference of philosophy and at others to differences ov^ the 
more practical and effective means of handling crucial questions and 
issu«, to say nothing of Welles’s frequent unwillin^ess to do teamwork 
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with me. This situation was particularly' acute during the later years of 
his service, and was a handicap to those of us who were working together 
as a unit. 

For some years I had looked to him to supervise the administration 
of the State Department in the most efficient manner possible. This was 
the normal function of an Under Secretary, permitting the Secretary of 
State to devote more time to the formulation of policy. He seemed, how- 
ever, to- become engrossed with other matters, with the result that most 
of us in the Department in position to judge were keenly disappointed by 
the result of his administrative services. After Stettinius became Under 
Secretary I encharged him with a complete administrative reorganization 
of the Department. 

The President himself had b^un to appreciate the extent of Under 
Secretary Welles’s disloyalty to me. He complained particularly and more 
than once about the Under Secretary’s delivering the Arlington Cemetery 
speech without having consulted either of us, and told me of remonstrating 
later with him about the speech. On one occasion Welles had gone to him 
with a suggestion that he be sent on a given mission. Mr. Roosevelt did 
not mention the nature of the mission, but he was sharply critical of the 
fact that Welles had not consulted me before making the suggestion. 

In early summer, 1943, the President himself realized that the situa- 
tion in the State Department could not continue. He decided on his own 
that in the light of all existing circumstances the efficiency of the Depart- 
ment would be improved by Welles’s retirement. We ^eed that Welles’s 
resignation should be tendered easier for him by the President’s offer to 
send him to South America as roving Ambassador or to Russia on a special 
mission. 

The President made this proposal to Welles when he requested lus 
retignation, pointing out that he could thus leave'the State Department 
without undue sensation. 

Without giving the President a definite r^ly Welles came to my office 
immediately and indicated his bdief that the President had acted at my 
instance. I gave him the full facts, including the one that the Pretident 
had acted on his own deliberate judgment, after full investigation of the 
atuation, r^ardless of whether or not he had acted as a result of any 
suggestion from me. 

I then urged upon Welles the President’s su^estion of a ^edal mis- 
sion, with particular reference to a ccmference at Moscow. In a tone of 
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finality, he promptly said that nothing could be gotten out of that sort of 
trip. He soon got up, came over to my desk, shook hands, and then de- 
parted. I have not talked with him since. 

I left shortly thereafter for the Quebec Conference. Welles went up to 
Maine. Instead of accepting the President’s suggestion of a special mission, 
he wrote out his resignation and mailed it to the White House. 

Meantime I had arrived in Quebec on August 20 to take part in 
what became known as the First Quebec Conference. Prior to my arrival 
President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill had engaged in some 
days of intensive military discussions. 

They had decided that an Anglo-American invasion of northern 
France should be made in the spring of 1944. Mr. Churchill had argued — 
and continued to argue up to the Tehran Conference — ^that the invasion 
of Europe by the Western Allies should be through the Balkans, the “soft 
underbelly of Europe.” With the Gallipoli campaign, which he had fathered 
in the First World War, still in mind, he yearned to prove his theory that 
the war in Europe could be settled from the south. He repeatedly stated 
that an invasion across the English Channel might involve frightful 
casualties, and that Britain could not afford the loss of hundreds of thou- 
sands of lives such as at Passchendaele, Vimy Ridge, and Ypres during 
the previous war. He argued that a victory under such conditions would 
be barren for Britain; she could never recover from it and would be so 
weakened that the Soviet Union would inevitably dominate the European 
continent. He said that the southern European coast line was long and 
badly defended and offered huge tactical advantages, and he pointed to 
the fruitful North African campaign as an example. He also felt that an 
Anglo-American entry into the Balkans and southern Europe would pre- 
vent a Soviet rudi into that area which would permanently establish the 
authority of the Soviet -Union there, to the detriment of Britain and inci- 
dentally of the United States. 

The President and his military advisers, however, argued that the 
invasion of southern Europe could be even more costly, and that the 
problem of supply and reenforcements across the length of the Mediter- 
ranean or around Africa and through the Red Sea was insurmountable. 
They felt that a decisive defeat could be inflicted more quickly on the 
Germans in France than in the Balkans. Since the United States would 
have to furnish the majority of the forces involved in an invasion of 
Europe, the President was able to prevail upon the Prime Minister at 
Quebec, although the question came up for discussion a gain at Tehran. 


II 
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When I arrived at Quebec the President and the Prime Minister had 
also discussed the terms of surrender for Italy. Following Mussolini’s 
resignation on July 25, the Italian surrender seemed imminent. They had 
likewise agreed that British forces should enter the Azores islands, with 
the concurrence of Portugal, to be followed by American forces two weeks 
later. 

But thQT had not been able to agree on a joint Anglo-American 
declaration concerning relations with the French Committee of National 
Liberation, and this Eden and I took up at our first meeting on August 20 
at the Citadel in Quebec. Eden was accompanied by Sir Alexander Cado- 
gan, British Permanent Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, and 
I by James C. Dunn, the State Department’s Political Adviser on Euro- 
pean Affairs, and by our Minister to Canada, Ray Atherton. 

When Eden brought up the subject I made the point that at no time 
had the Prime Minister not fully agreed in his telegrams to the President 
with the policy of the American Government. 

Eden ranarked, however, that in 1940 De Gaulle had been their only 
friend. I promptly replied that Britain had had another friend, the United 
States, and I reminded him of our many forms of assistance, including 
our actions in preventing the French fleet and North African bases from 
falling into German hands. Admiral Leahy’s work in keeping up the spirit 
and courage of the French people in Vichy France, and our naval su[^rt 
long before we got into the war. 

Eden thereupon said he felt that Mr. Churchill could not accept any 
formula with regard to the French Conunittee of National Liberation 
which did not contain the word “recognition.” My advisers and I argued 
that “recognition” was given only to a government or some form of gov- 
ernment, whereas in this case we understood that both the British and the 
United States Governments had no intention whatever of considering the 
Frwch Committee as a government. 

Eden said it might therefore be necessary for the two Governments 
to adopt their own formulas and make their announcements in their own 
separate ways. 

I imarked that such a procedure, even if done by both Governments 
simultaneously, would mean an obvious divergence of views. 

Edai said he realized that any such policy would be so considered, 
and he regretted such a possibility. 

I rq>lied that I very much regretted the consideration of any such 



FIRST QX7EBEC CONFERENCE 


1233 


divergence of views, but that if the British could stand it, we could too. 

I made a comprehensive exposition of our view that we had to con- 
sider the long-range future of France; but we reached no agreement and 
left the question open for further discussion. Eden remarked that the 
British public was against our view, and that this fact required con- 
sideration. 

At some moments the conversation had become a trifle sharp, al- 
though Eden and I had more than enough respect and friendship for each 
other to keep our voices calm and our manners friendly. I remarked to 
Eden, with a smile, that he reminded me of a politician in my own 
country. 

He rejoined, “Are you, Mr. Secretary, not a politician too?” 

“Well,” I replied, “Fve been a politician during my long public 
service of nearly forty years.” Then, in a humorous way I added, “But I 
retired from politics, and now I’m a statesman.” 

Eden asked: “If you are a statesman, what am I?” 

“A statesman,” I remarked, “is a retired politician like myself.” 

At the following day’s session Eden and I and our advisess threshed 
out other questions. I asked him how his thoughts were running on the 
question of whether to leave Germany after the war as an entity or to 
dismember her. 

He replied that while some members of the British Government felt 
that Germany should be dismembered, he himself — ^and he felt, in general, 
the Cabinet also — ^were not in favor of imposing dismemberment, largely 
because of the impracticability of carrying it out. He said it would be well 
to bring about a separation of the different states of Germany if it could 
be done voluntarily. 

I said that those of us at the State Department who were studying 
this question seemed to be arriving at the same view as to the difficulties 
of imposing'or maintaining a separation of the different sections of Ger- 
many. We thought that an imposed dismemberment of Germany might 
merely create a German national slogan for union. A. German economy 
must exist for the support of the people of Germany, and toward this end 
such national systems as canals, railroads, post office, and telegraph must 
exist as units. But it was not impossible to consider an economic reorgani- 
zation of Germany whereby in her own interests the decentralization of 
the country would imconsciously develop. Such a means might be found 
through providing special accesp to a Mediterranean port for southern 
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Germany so that those regions might look south for their outlet to the sea 
rather than be dependent on northern Germany. An area including Fiume 
and Trieste might be the proper solution. 

I threw this out simply as a thought we had been discussing, not as a 
decision made or contemplated by our Government. Eden and Cadogan 
gave the idea considerable approval. The discussion indicated that the 
British, too, had been giving much, thought to the possibility of bringing 
about, by natural forces, a separation of the German states, and specifi- 
cally using the Adriatic ports as a southern German access to water. 

Eden added that he had never been in favor of detaching Bavaria 
from Germany and setting it up as a separate state with Austria. His view 
was that it would be more advisable to restore, in general lines, the sepa- 
rate states of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire and form them into a 
Danubian group. 

I then brought up with Eden a subject very close to my heart, one to 
which I had devoted many hours of work and study over a long period of 
time — dependent or colonial peoples and their eventual attainment of 
independmce. At the conference with President Roosevelt which Eden 
and I had attended on March 27, during Eden’s visit to Washington, the 
President had raised the question of the policy of trusteeship after the war. 
He said he had read the draft of a proposal on dependent peoples which 
I had handed him, and that it seemed to be all right with the exception of 
two or three minor points. 

I remarked on that occasion that om: draft contemplated international 
supervision over dependent peoples exc^t in cases of parent governments 
and thdr colonies; and evoi in those cases we proposed that international 
agencies might observe the entire operations of the parent Government 
relating to each colony and make public any and all facts that it would 
have the public know. 

At the State Department we had given intense thought to the subject 
of dependent peoples, and the draft I had given the President was the 
result of many months of study. It had been written, under my guidance, 
by "Leo Pasvolsky with the help of Green Hackworth and StanlQr Horn- 
beck. 

We hi^ agreed that a cqpy of the draft might be handed to the 
Briti^, with the understanding that this was not intended to be our final 
word on the matter. I accordingly instructed Pasvolsky to ^ve Eden a 
copy, which he promised to study and comment on in due course. 
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Since this was the seed of the trusteeship system set up by the United 
Nations organization after the war, and this was the first time we brought 
it up for international discussion, I give its substance here. 

Our draft stated that it was the duty and purpose of those United 
Nations charged with responsibilities for the future of colonial areas to 
cooperate fully with the peoples of such areas in order that they might 
become qualified for independent national status. Toward this end such 
nations had to adopt five procedures. 

First, they^ were to give their colonial peoples protection, encourage- 
ment, moral support, and material aid and to make continuous efforts 
toward their political, economic, social, and educational advancement. 

Second, they were to make available to qualified persons among the 
colonial peoples, to the fullest possible extent, positions in the various 
branches of the local governmental organization. 

Third, they were to grant progressively to the colonial peoples such 
measures of self-government as they were capable of maintaining in the 
light of the various stages of their development toward independence. 

Fourth, they were to fix, at the earliest practicable moments, dates 
upon which the colonial peoples would be accorded the status of full 
independence within a system of general security. 

Fifth,' they were to pursue policies under which the natural resources 
of colonial territories would be developed, organized, and marketed in the 
interest of the peoples concerned and of the world as a whole. 

We suggested that regional commissions should be set up with these 
ends in view. The commissions would be composed of nations directly 
responsible for the future of various colonial areas, and other nations 
which had substantial interests in the region. The colonial peoples would 
have appropriate opportunity to participate and to have or to achieve 
representation on the commissions. 

As a result of the war, we believed, peoples in several areas still 
unprepared for full independence would be released from political ties with 
nations formerly responsible for them. We therefore suggested that the 
United Nations assume a special responsibility with regard to them, 
analogous to that of a trustee or fiduciary. 

We accordingly proposed the establishment of an International Trus- 
teeship Administration composed of representatives of the United Nations 
and of all other nations which would cooperate in carrying forward and 
applying the provisions of the Atlantic Charter. The Administration would 
operate through regional councils composed of representatives of the 



1236 


THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HULL 


nations having major interests in the respective regions. The peoples of 
the territories held in trust would be given full opportunity to take part in 
the work of the appropriate regional council. 

In general, the proposal was an effort to implement the pledges 
contained in the Atlantic Charter relating to the right of all peoples to 
choose the form of government under which they would live. 

Eden had already given me, through Lord Halifax on February 4, the^ 
draft of a proposed joint declaration on colonial policy which went in the 
direction I Had in mind, though not nearly so far. 

We were even then well launched on one form of international co- 
operation leading toward the improvement of the conditions of dependent 
peoples — B, utilisation of the regional commission which was one of the 
suggestions in my draft. We had set up with the British on March 9, 1942, 
an advisory Anglo-American Caribbean Commission. The economic and 
social conditions of the peoples in the colonies and territories of the 
Caribbean were of keen interest to us because these lands lay in our 
strategic front yard. Affairs of the United States and Great Britain in 
the Caribbean had become ‘‘somewhat mixed up together,’’ to use Mr. 
Churchill’s phrase, when we acquired the lease of bases on some of the 
islands. Security reasons and an honest regard for the welfare of those 
peoples impelled us to suggest to Britain the creation of a commission that 
would work toward this end. 

This commission was conceived by Charles W. Taussig, a broad- 
gauge, highly intelligent businessman with esgtensive knowledge of the 
Caribbean area, who in 1941, as the President’s representative, made a 
survey of the British West Indies in connection with the bases we had 
leased from Britain. Mr, Roosevelt appointed him the United States 
Co-Chairman of the Commission, with Rexford G. Tugwell, Governor of 
Puerto Rico, and Coert duBois, Chief of the Caribbean Office of the 
State Department, as the other United States members. The United 
States section of the Commission became integrated into the State 
Department, and Taussig was later an adviser on trusteeship to the 
American delegation at the San Francisco Conference^ 

The .terms of reference of the Commission were broad, including 
matters of labor, agriculture, housing, health, education, social welfare, 
and economics. It was conceived as a peacetime organization, and its 
mandate clearly related to a world at peace, but it was immediately 
plunged into efforts to keep the Caribbean peoples from being starved out 
by the greater war demands in other areas. 
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The commission followed the principle of encouraging active par- 
ticipation by dependent peoples in shaping the policy in their area. Com- 
missioners were drawn from the area, a Caribbean Research Council 
composed mostly of local scientists and technicians was formed, and 
ariangements were made for biennial meetings of the West India Confer- 
ence, with delegates directly representing the people. 

The British and United States members worked closely together and 
obtained great cooperation from the island administrations as well as 
from the Caribbean Republics of Cuba, Haiti, and the Dominican Re- 
public. They early contemplated inviting France and The Netherlands, 
the other European nations possessing colonies in the Caribbean, to join 
in, which the latter did in 1946. 

The commission provided an example that I felt and said could well 
be followed by other nations and in other parts of the world. The South 
Pacific Commission, formed in 1947, was modeled on the basis of the 
experience gained in the Caribbean. 

Two days after the White House Conference on March 27, 1943, at 
which the President brought up the subject of dependent peoples, Eden 
said to me that he was much interested in our draft and asked whether he 
might in strict confidence show it to the Ministers of the British Domin- 
ions. I agreed, although emphasizing that this was not a final proposal 
but only a draft to which thought and attention might be given at this 
stage, with the understanding that the President might have further views 
when the recommendations came to be drawn up. 

Now at Quebec in August I raised the subject with Eden again^ In 
fact, I brought it up three times during the Quebec discussions in an effort 
to get his reactions. On the third occasion the Foreign Secretary said that, 
to be perfectly frank, he had to say he did not like our draft very much. 
He said it was the word “independence” that troubled him. He had to 
think of the British Empire system, which was built on the basis of 
Dominion and colonial status. 

He pointed out that under the British Empire system there were 
varying degrees of self-government, running from the Dominions through 
the colonial establishments which had in some cases, like Malta, complete 
self-government, to backward areas that were never likely to have their 
own government. He added that Australia and New Zealand also had 
colonial possessions that they would be unwilling to remove from their 
supervisory jurisdiction. 
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I remarked that my thought in dealing with this problem had been to 
give encouragement to the peoples in dependent areas. This was not with 
any view to their being given, tomorrow or next week, complete inde- 
pendence as separate entities, but to offer them, at some time when they 
could prove they were capable of independence, the possibility of so 
conducting their political development that they might be able to hope for 
this achievement. I cited the example of the Philippines in that we had 
always held out independence to them as a possibility if and when they 
were able to assume the responsibilities that went with such status. 

At the end of the long discussion that followed, Eden’s position 
remained unchanged. His irremovable objection was to the word “inde- 
pendence.” He felt this term could never have a satisfactory meaning that 
would cover what various governments might have in mind by it. 

I believed the subject was too important for the long-range advance- 
ment of the world to let it drop. Digging my toes in for a lengthy struggle, 
I brought it up again and again with the British in the months that fol- 
lowed. Two months later I presented it for discussion at the Moscow 
Conference of Foreign Ministers in October. Eventually these discussions 
led to the establishment of a United Nations trusteeship system, a material 
improvement over the old mandates system of the League of Nations. 
The principles I set forth for the treatment of dependent peoples appear 
today in Chapter XI— -“Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Goveming Terri- 
tories” — of the United Nations Charter. And the word “independence” 
appears in Chapter XII — ^“International Trusteeship System.” 

During this same session with Eden at Quebec on August 21, I 
showed him the draft of a Four-Nation Declaration that we had prepared 
at the State Department to bind Britain, the Soviet Union, China, and 
the United States together after the war. My associates and I had had 
numerous discussions in the course of preparing the declaration, and I had 
gone over its various points in detail with the President and obtained his 
approval. . 

By this declaration the four powers would agree to establish at the 
earliest practicable date a general international organization, based on the 
principle of the sovereign equality of ah nations, and open to membership 
by all nations, large and small, for the maintenance of international peace 
and security. 

Here, I hoped, would be the basis for the foundation of the interna- 
tional organization I had envisaged in my speech of July 23, 1942, to 
maintain the peace — ^by force if necessary. 
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The declaration also provided-that, until the international organiza- 
tion was set up, the four powers would consult with a view to joint action 
for the maintenance of peace and security on behalf of the community of 
nations. They would establish a technical commission to advise them on 
the military problems involved, including the composition and strength of 
the forces available to meet a threat to the peace. They would cooperate 
toward reducing armaments. They would not employ their military forces 
within the territories of other states except for the purposes envisaged in 
the declaration and after joint consultation and agreement. They would 
act together in all matters relating to the surrender and disarmament of 
the enemy and the occupation of enemy or enemy-held territory. They 
would take all measures necessary to provide against a violation of the 
requirements imposed upon the enemy. 

It seemed to me that it was all-important to bring Russia in on a 
common determination to set up an international organization after the 
war. If an agreement were reached on this point, the settlement of other 
problems would be easier. If Russia refused, all other problems would be 
magnified. 

After Eden^had read the draft he immediately said he liked it and 
asked for a copy, which I gave him. Without hesitation he said he thought 
the declaration offered a good basis for an approach to the Soviet Govern- 
ment. It would be a good idea, he thought, for the United States to 
transmit a copy to Moscow, saying at the same time that a copy had been 
given the British Government for its consideration. 

Before the Quebec Conference ended we also discussed the draft with 
Mr. Churchill and obtained his concurrence. It was agreed that I should 
send it to the Soviet Government for Marshal Stalin's and Molotov's 
reaction. 

Eden and I agreed at this same session that Allied military govern- 
ment should not be installed when Allied countries in Europe now occu- 
pied by the Axis were liberated by Allied armies. Eden brought up the 
subject by handing me a memorandum. He said it would be desirable to 
dissipate the impression which had atisen that the Allied Military Govern- 
ment system now in effect in Sicily would be carried over and put into 
effect in the liberated countries. While this system was perfectly appro- 
priate for use in enemy countries, he thought there was general objection 
to the thought of imposing only military government on the populations of 
the liberated countries. These countries had constituted Governments 
which we had recognized, and which felt they should bear their share of 
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responsibility for maintenance of order in the civilian administration as 
soon as possible and in such ar^s as were not actually under military 
operations. 

I agreed with Eden's points. I said I had given this matter consider- 
able thought myself, and had arrived at these same conclusions. We 
decided to discuss the whole question with the Combined Chiefs of Staff, 
for eventual decision by the President and the Prime Minister. 

Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill took up this question the following 
day, August 22, in a conference attended by Eden and myself, Cadogan, 
Atherton, Harry Hopkins, and Dunn. I presented the text of a statement 
designed to remove apprehension as to putting military government into 
effect in friendly and Allied countries liberated by the military operations 
we would undertake against Germany on the Continent. After a few minor 
amendments the draft text was agreed to. We decided to communicate it 
to the Soviet and Chinese Governments and the refugee Governments con- 
cerned, with a view to eventual publication. 

We discussed the attitude the British and American Governn nts 
should take toward the constituted refugee Governments, We decided, in 
general, that the two Governments should continue to support these Gov- 
ernments and regimes, as then recognized by us through the present period 
up to the defeat of the enemy. Then the peoples of the liberated countries 
should have the full right to choose their own Governments. I pointed 
out that this attitude was in line with the statement we had agreed to with 
respect to the administration of liberated areas. 

In connection with this discussion, a message that King George of 
Greece had sent to the President and the Prime Minister was presented 
to the meeting. The King had asked advice from the President and the 
Prime Minister as to the action he should take in view of a request of 
certain Greek elements that he should not return to Greece until after a 
plebiscite on the subject of the monarchy had been held. 

Roosevelt and Churchill agreed that the British Foreign Office should 
reply to .the King, supporting his contention that he was prepared to 
return to Greece as soon as possible, ^ and that he would then submit the 
question of the royal house to a plebiscite. The President said this Gov- 
ernment would not take any different position. 

Mr. Churchill volunteered that the British Government would in- 
struct its agents working with Greek guerrilla groups to refrain from 
encouraging those elements to put forward political claims at this time as 
to the future form of government of Greece. 
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Although agreements on various subjects were arrived at without too 
much difficulty, the Trench Committee of National Liberation again fur- 
nished an insurmountable obstacle. Mr] Churchill said that all the liberal 
elements in the world, including the Govemments-in-exile and the Soviet 
Government, were demanding an immediate decision granting full recog- 
nition to the committee. 

The President took the view that we had to think of the future of 
Frwce herself. He said this would be in no way advanced by turning over 
the whole control of the French liberation movement to the present group 
comprising the French committee. 

The discussion surged back and forth for a long time, until the 
President suggested that he himself draft the form of a statement that he 
thou^t should be made. This was agreed to, and he said he would* a[^ly 
himself to it that evening. 

On the following day, however, and at the last session, held on the 
morning of the 24th, it was still impossible to reach any agreement. The 
British held out for a strong form of recognition of the French rommittee. 
The President said he did not want to give De Gaulle a white horse on 
which he could ride into France and make himself the master of a govern- 
ment there. I was willing to deal with the French committee on all French 
territories over which the committee exercised control, but no further, and 
the President backed me up completely. 

The President offered to wager Eden a dinner that before many 
months had run he would have quite a different view of the French com- 
mittee from that he had now. Eden said he did not want to take the bet. 
After the conference was over the President said he thought he could have 
made much further headway with Churchill on the matter if it had not 
been for Eden. He laughed heartily when Ray Atherton told him privately 
of the exchange I hadhad with Eden on our being politicians. 

It was finalfy agreed that the two Governments would issue separate 
statements. Each did the other the courte^ of showing the other its state- 
ment and accepting suggesi^ems. 

The President issued ours on August 26. In it we stated that: we 
proposed to cooperate with all patriotic Frenchmen; we welcome the 
establishment of the French Committee of National Liberation; we ex- 
pected the committee to function on the principle of collective responsi- 
biliQr of all its members for the active prosecution of the war; our 
relationship with the committee must be subject to Allied military require- 
mmits; and we noted with sympathy the desire of the committee to be 
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regarded as the body qualified to insure the administration and defense of 
French interests, but the extent to which it might be possible to give effect 
to this desire had to be considered in each case as it arose. 

On these understandings, the statement said, ‘‘the Government of 
the United States recognizes the French Committee of National Liberation 
as administering those French overseas territories which acknowledge its 
authority. 

“This statement does not constitute recognition of a Government of 
France or of the French Empire by the Government of the United States. 

“It does constitute recognition of the French Committee of National 
Liberation as functioning within specific limitations during the war. Later 
on the people of France, in a free and untrammeled manner, will proceed 
in due course to select their own Government and their own officials to 
administer it.” 

The British statement, issued on the same day, went further in 
granting the committee recognition and authority, but it too stated that it 
would be for the French people themselves to settle their own constitution 
and establish their own Government after they had had an opportunity to 
express themselves freely. 

Immediately after my return to Washington on August 25 I began to 
work with my associates on a project we had had in mind for some time, 
the adherence of the French committee to the principles of the United 
Nations Declaration. I had prepared a memorandum for the President on 
August 12 stating that a public announcement by the American and 
British Governments concerning their future relationship with the French 
committee would be a propitious occasion for the two Governments to 
invite the committee to adhere. 

I pointed out in the memorandum that such a step would not involve 
political recognition since it would be covered by the announcement the 
State Department made on January 1942, stating that this Govern- 
ment, as the depository for the declaration, would receive statements of 
adherence to its principles from appropriate authorities that were not 
governments. 

I recalled that the British during the previous summer had proposed 
that the French National Committee in London be invited to adhere. At 
our suggestion final decision had been postponed. At that time we felt that 
adherence by the French committee would give Laval an excuse to turn 
the French fleet at Alexandria over to the Germans if the German forces 
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then ptishing the British back to El Alamein should reach that port. But 
now Aat the new French committee had been set up in Algiers, and now 
that French forces had taken part in the Libyan and Tunisian campaigns 
and the French military contribution could be expected to increase in the 
future, the time had come to take the initiative. 

Moreover, the memorandum concluded, the basis recommended for 
our relations with the French committee would probably fall far short of 
the committee’s expectations, but the invitation to adhere to the principle 
of the United Nations Declaration would have the broadest kind of appeal 
to all Frenchmen. At the same time, it would be a concrete manifestation 
of our good will which would place at a disadvantage those who might be 
inclined to criticize our formula as not going far enough aloi^ the road to 
political recognition. 

The President having agreed to proceed, I sent him a further memo- 
randum on August 30 attaching for his consideration a draft telegram to 
London, Moscow, and Chungking to obtain their consent to the invitation 
to the French committee. This he approved. Moscow and Chungking were 
agreeable, but London objected that the French committee would not be 
content to adhere to the principles of the declaration and wanted to adhere 
to the declaration itself by virtue of the final paragraph of that document 
which stated that “other nations” rendering material assistance and con- 
tributions in the struggle for victory over Hitlerism might adhere. 

I had also cabled Robert Murphy in Algiers to inform him of our 
tel^irams to our three major Allies. Murphy cabled me on September 16 
that the French committee wanted to know if adherence to &e declara- 
tion would make it a member of the United Nations. I replied on S^tem- 
ber 16 that adherence would not affect its status so far as we were 
concerned. 

Our initiative, therefore, did not bear fruit. The French committee, 
at De Gaulle’s urging, wanted to be ccmsidered a government or a nation 
or a member of the United Nations. To this, in consideration for the 
French people themselves, the President and I could not agree. The 
French did not adhere to the United Nations Declaration until January 

1, 1945. 

I had a conference on French and other matters with the President 
at the White House on October S- Mr. Roosevelt decided 'that French 
representation on the politicomilitary commission being set up at Algiers 
should be restricted to matters other than the military occupation of Italy 
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and to matters on which Britain, Russia, and the United States decided 
that France had a direct interest. The French were not to function as full 
members. 

The President on October 6 gave his approval to the draft of a plan 
that 1 took to him embracing the administration of liberated France. The 
British and we intended to present this at the Moscow Conference, then in 
the offing. 

By the terms of this draft, Britain and we agreed that the, ultimate 
aim of the Allies should be the free and untrammeled choice by the French 
people of the form.of government under which they wiAed to live. Until 
that stage should be reached, the largest measure of personal and political 
liberty compatible with military secunty should be restored to the French; 
there should be freedom of speech, of opmion, of the press and of corre- 
spondence; and the French flag should be used on French public buildings. 

In all liberated areas, however, the Supreme Allied Command woidd 
have supreme authority so long as and so far as military necessity 
required. The civil administration under the Supreme Alhed Commander 
^ould be conducted by French citizens as far as possible. The Director of 
Civil Affairs would be a French officer appointed by the Supreme Allied 
Commander from the French contingent or French Liaison Mission with 
the military operations in France. 

Military control of civil affairs would be as short as practicable. If 
circumstances permitted, the transfer of civil responsibility to French 
hands would be progressive. 

The Supreme Allied Commander, in order to achieve the eventual aim 
of full freedom of choice by the French people of the form of government 
th^ wished, would do his best to hold the scales even between all French 
political groups sympathetic to the Allied cause. One of his first tasks 
would be to establish relations with resistance groups wi thin France and 
to secure their cooperati<m in civil mattes. He would have no debugs 
with the Vichy regime ezc^t to liquidate it. He would not employ anyone 
who had collaborated with the enemy. 

We made a further gesture of friend^ip toward the French Com- 
mittee of National liberation in November when the President designated 
^win C. Wilson as the United States r^resentative to the ccmunittee, 
with the personal rank of Ambassador. 

Mr. Roosevdt and I, however, continued throughout 1943 to resent 
De Gaulle’s ambitions and the pressure and {sropaganda methods he 
utilized to fulfill them. Even as we had feared, he soon forced Giraud 



FIRST QUEBEC CONFERENCE 


1245 


into the discard. Giraud resigned as co-president of the committee on 
November 9, and the reshuffling of positions that followed left De Gaulle 
with full power. 

The President, and we at the State Department too, took full note of 
De Gaulle’s high-handed overthrow of the independent Lebanese Govern- 
ment in the Near East on November ii, 1943, and the imprisonment of 
the President and Ministers of the Lebanese Republic. Two weeks later 
De Gaulle, as a result of strong pressure from the British and American 
Governments, was required to abrogate his decrees suspending the Leba- 
nese Constitution, dissolving the Lebanese Parliament, and naming a 
“Chief of Government.” He had to release and restore the President and 
Ministers to their offices. 

From Cairo the President cabled me on November 27 that he was 
convinced no final decisions or plans concerning civil affairs for France 
should be made at this time. 

“The entire North African situation is complicated,” he said in 
paraphrase, “but the Lebanon affair illustrates the general attitude of the 
committee and especially De Gaulle. The latter now claims the right to 
speak for all France and talks openly of plans to set up his Government 
in France as soon as the Allies get in. 

“The thought that the occupation when it occurs should be wholly 
military is one to which I am increasingly inclined.” 

The President said he would discuss this informally with Stalin and 
Churchill, but he hoped we could hold up the entire matter. 

After his return to Washington, I sent him in late December a memo- 
randum informing him of the position of the French committee’s repre- 
sentative on the Allied Commission for Italy. He sent me on December 31, 
1943, a copy of a memorandum he had dispatched to Churchill, attaching 
my memorandum. In this he said: 

“When you and I lode back eleven months we realize that De Gaulle 
and his committee have, most decidedly moved forward by ^the process of 
infiltration’ — ^in other words, here a little, there a little. 

“This is another example. This puts France on to the Allied Com- 
mission for Italy, even though the memorandum says that thje French 
representative will not have an3^ing to say about it. However, he will 
still be a member of the commission. 

“For the life of me I cannot see why France is entitled to anybody 
on the Allied Control Commission for Italy, His presence there will, we - 
know from experience, cause controversy and more trouble with the 
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French Committee. ... I wish you and I could run this Italian business. 
We would not need any help or advice.” 

In the latter part of 1943, however, our attention became concen- 
trated on problems of a more important nature, relating to a larger nation 
and a full-fledged ally, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 
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RUSSIA OFFERED to the United States and to all the United 
Nations in 1943 the most puzzling problem in international relations. 
What could be expected of her in the postwar world? Would she cooper- 
ate with the Western nations and with China? Would she join an inter- 
national organization to maintain the peace? Would she insist on territorial 
expansion at the expense of her smaller neighbors? Would she go to the 
opposite extreme, give up all ambitions and retire to strict isolation within 
her old bofders? 

At the beginning of 1943 Russia was a complete sphinx to all the 
other nations of the world, except that she stood there fighting heroically. 

We knew what Stalinas territorial ambitions were, as expressed to 
Eden in December, 1941; but we also knew that Stalin had reluctantly 
acquiesced in Britain’s last-minute refusal to agree to them in May, 1942. 
We realized that friction, sometimes sharp, had risen between the U.S.S.R. 
and the Western Allies over the second front; we recalled the intemperate 
language Stalin had used toward Churchill in August, 1942. But we knew 
that military preparations were under way that should more than satisfy 
Stalin on this point. We had also seen the bitterness of the Polish-Rus- 
sian dispute. 

In every important Foreign Office in the world interest in Russia was 
rapidly developing. Allied statesmen were urging that somehow the inten- 
tions of the Soviet Union should be ascertained so that the United Nations 
might know how to plan the world that would exist after the peace. 

The enigma of Russia came very much to the fore in my series of 
conferences with Eden in Marcbj 1943* We agreed on the extreme impor- 
tance of ascertaining Russia’s probable future course^ with respect to 
Europe and the world. I asked Eden whether he thought Stalin had any 
other choice than these two altematwes: one, isolation after lopping off 
certain territory along Russia’s boundaries, accompanied by the main- 
tenance of heavy armaments; two, become part of the world and meet 
all Russia’s responsibilities under a sane, practical policy of international 
cooperation* Eden said he knew of no other choice. 

I discussed at some length' the question of Britain and the United 
States making earnest, friendly representation to the Soviet Government 
to the end that the Soviet Union should broaden its perspective and 
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show some interest in the postwar world by working more closely with 
Great Britain, China, and this country. 

“Many people here,” I said, “are stating that Russia is saying almost 
nothing about her future plans and purposes, and that, at the end of the 
war, Russia will do as she pleases, take what she pleases, and confer with 
nobody. The same people add that this Government is spending many 
billions of dollars in supplying Russia and Britain with immense military 
supplies, and that unless Russia shows some appreciation and speaks out 
in a spirit of teamwork and cooperation more fully both now and espe- 
cially after the war, it will be difficult, if hostilities continue for some time, 
to prevail on the American people to continue to furnish supplies to 
Russia.” 

Eden said that Russia in the meantime was destroying Germans. 

“We all know this, of course,” I replied. “But those people who are 
dissatisfied with the failure of Russia to show any interest or concern 
about future joint efforts to promote peace and economic rehabilitation 
based on liberal commercial policies find that nothing would be gained 
thereby except that Russia and Great Britain will have succeeded in 
eliminating Germany.” 

(At a dinner during Eden’s visit I proposed a toast to the effect that 
there were terrific difficulties ahead in the world, that the three great 
nations working together might not solve all of them, but that any one 
or two of these nations alone would not solve a single one of them.) 

Eden agreed with me that the Governments of Britain, Russia, China, 
and the United States should tighten up their policies in regard to pre- 
venting criticisms of one another by their respective^ citizens, especially 
those coming under governmental control. 

When Prime Minister Churchill came to Washington in May, 1943, 
I brought up with him the need for a more complex understanding with 
Russia on the paft of Great Britain and the United States, and repeated 
what I had told Eden on this point. 

“It’s extremely important,” I said, “that our two countries should 
proceed systematically through carefully selected persons to talk Mr. 
Stalin out of his shell, so to speak, away from his aloofness, secretiveness, 
and suspiciousness until he broadens his views, visualizes a more practical 
international cooperation in the future, and indicates Russia’s intentions 
both in the East and in the West.” 

The Prime Minister said he thought Russia would help fight Japan 
when the war in the West was over. 
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I replied that, so far as I knew, there was no evidence or intimation of 
any kind to what Russia would do in this respect. 

“It’s my opinion,” I said, “that if Russia should eventually come into 
the war in the Pacific, it will probably be two or three weeks before vic- 
tory, during which time she can ^read out over Manchuria and other 
li^rge areas and then be assured of sitting in at the peace conference. She 
may come into the war in the East, but the point I am emphasizing is 
that I cannot get any intimation as to her future plans except in regard 
to certain territorial matters on her borders in Europe.” 

For well over a year the President had hoped that, through a per- 
sonal meeting with Stalin, he might iron out the problems that existed 
between Russia on the one hand and virtually all the United Nations on 
the other. He had been much impressed by the head-on clash between 
Stalin and Churchill; but he thought that through the force of his own 
personality, and with the terrific power behmd him that the United 
States was now demonstrating in the Pacific and in Europe, he could 
succeed where the Prime Minister had failed. He was eager to meet Stalin, 
whether alone or in company with Churchill. 

In the spring of 1942 he had begun to prospect a meeting with 
Stalin; but the Marshal, preoccupied with preparing Russia’s second sum- 
mer of resistance, declined. The President sent him a message on April ii, 
through the Russian Embas^, saying it was unfortunate that topographi- 
cal distance made it practically -impossible for them to meet at this time. 
“Perhaps next summer,” he said, “you and I could ^lend a few days 
together near Qur common border off Alaska. I have in mind a very impor- 
tant military proposal involving the utilization of our armed forces in a 
manner to relieve your critical western front. This objective carries great 
wei^t with me.” Mr. Roosevelt proposed that Stalin consider sending to 
Washington Foreign Commissar Molotov and a general upon whom he 
relied, so that this could be talked over. 

What the President had in mind was the Anglo-American landing 
in North Africa. Molotov, as I have narrated, came to Washington in 
May and June, 1942. 

At the time of the Casablanca Conference in January, 1943, the 
President tried to induce Stalin to meet him and the Prime Minister. 
Stalin, still oi^ossed in his military command, and suspicious of what he 
considered an Anglo-American line-up that was refusing to open a major 
second front in Europe, declined. 

Mr. Roosevelt tried a third time when he sent Jos^h E. Davies, 
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former Ambassador to Russia, on a special mission to Moscow in May, 
1943. Davies suggested on the President’s behalf that, if Stalin and he 
and Molotov and myself could get together, all questions could be settled. 
Stalin replied that he wondered whether this really was true. He finally 
inclined toward a personal meeting with the President; but when Chur- 
chill suggested that he too should be present Stalin pulled back. He was 
less disinclined to see a meeting of the Foreign Ministers. 

In that same month of May I went thoroughly into American-Soviet 
relations with Soviet Ambassador Litvinov, seeing him on the 8th shortly 
before his departure for Moscow on leave. I emphasized that self-preserva- 
tion was the foundation of international cooperation for the purpose of 
winning this war against the worst desperadoes in history. This, I said, was 
secondary in importance only to the purpose of preserving the peace by 
the same international cooperation after the war. 

In other words, I said, the common interest of self-preservation 
caused this country and others to fly instantly to the side of Russia when 
she was attacked by Germany, and all to fight jointly for the common 
purpose of defeating the Axis aggressors. Good social relations between 
peoples and countries were fine; good friendly relations were better; but, 
desirable as such relations were, the real basic foundation of close political 
and economic relations between Governments and peoples in these modem 
times rested on the doctrine of self-preservation. 

I recalled that for sixty years prior to the First World War the peoples 
of Russia and the United States knew both collectively and individually 
that they were friendly toward each other. That friendship had become 
traditional. And there was no reason whatever why we could not continue 
that same true friendship, together with a common interest in the future 
peace and stability of the world. 

^'Of course,” I said, “Russia or the United States could isolate itself 
and ward off outside attacks for a few years. But the inevitable result 
would be a considerable drain on the economic strength of the country 
pursuing such a policy. And in time a more or less chaotic world, led by 
unscrupulous dictators, as at present, would get out of hand.” 

I emphasized and reemphasized my opinion that the Russian people 
were intelligent, agreeable, and capable, and that they made a good im- 
pression on others. The American people likewise had these same qualities. 
It would therefore be entirely natural for friendly relations, which had 
existed for long years between our two countries, to be continued and 
strengthened even though the clearing up of misunderstandings and sus- 
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picion might require a little effort on the part of the leaders and officials 
of each country. 

I stressed the disastrous alternative to this course, and expressed 
the hope more than once that Litvinov would bring these ideas home 
to his Government when he arrived in Moscow. 

Litvinov expressed some skepticism about the state of mind in ffie 
United States regarding isolation, and also thought there was some feeling 
on the part of many Americans directed against Russia and the Russian 
people because of some alleged discrimination or accusation. 

I went again over some of the points I had made, and said that one 
step that would improve our relations would be the avoidance of precipi- 
tate action such as Russia recently had taken in severing diplomatic 
relations with Poland without notice to any of the United Nations. 

Two weeks after this conversation we were encouraged by the official 
dissolution of the Communist International, or Comintern, in Moscow, 
announced on May 22, 1943. The activities of this organization, which 
directed the Communist movement throughout the world, had long given 
our Government much concern. The Soviet Union had formally promised, 
at the time we established diplomatic relations with her in 1933, that she 
would restrain all organizations under her direct or indirect control from 
any agitation or propaganda designed to bring about by force a change in 
the political or social order in the United States. But this promise had 
been evaded* on the specious ground that the Comintern did not come 
under the direct or indirect control of the Soviet Government. The con- 
tinued activity of the Comintern, and its connections with the Communist 
Party in the United States, had been one of the principal causes for our 
inability to achieve the close and friendly working relations with the 
Soviet Government from 1933 to 1941 which the President and I desired. 

Mr. Roosevelt and I could logically believe that Stalin’s dissolution 
'Of the Comintern was due in large part to the representations our Govern- 
ment had made over and over again to the Russian Government. We had 
never left Stalin, Litvinov, and Molotov in any doubt as to our attitude 
that the existence of the Comintern, and the obvious connection between 
it and the Russian Government despite all Moscow’s statements to the 
contrary, were keeping our two countries from achieving the cooperation 
we wished and needed. From the time we sent Ambassador Bullitt to 
Moscow we had never ceased to insist on the Russian Government’s ob- 
serving its pledges to abandon its support of subversive activities in the 
United States, The Russians had insisted that they had, in fact, carried 
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out their pledge; but Bullitt in Moscow and I in Washington kQ)t reply- 
ing, in effect, “You know that we know better.” We strongly reemphasized 
our position at the time of the world Comintern meeting in Moscow in the 
summer of 1935, to which American Communists had been in\dted. We 
had not yielded our ground during the years that followed but kept our 
position alive and encour^ed other countries to maintain a like stand. 
After war came to Russia and the United States, we {pressed upon the 
Russians the doctrines of cooperation contained in the Atlantic Charter 
and the United Nations Declaration, and made it clear that such coopera- 
tion was incompatible with any sort of support of subverave activities 
within any of the United Nations. 

What the dissolution of the Comintern now portended, neither Mr. 
Roosevelt nor 1 could definitely say. Whether its activities would still 
be continued under some other guise remained to be seen. It was at least 
a gesture of friend^p in the direction of the Western Allies, and the 
President and I were prepared to hail it in that sense. 1 made a public 
statement on May 24 in which I said: 

“Ilie dissolution of the Coixununist International is welcome news. 
The elimination of that organization from international life and the cessa- 
tion of the type of activity in which that organization has in the past 
engaged is certain to promote a greater degree of trust among the United 
Nations and to contribute very greatly to the wholehearted cooperation 
necessary for the winning of the war and for successful postwar under- 
takings.” 

The President noade his fourth unsuccessful attempt to meet with 
Stalin at the time of the Quebec Conference in August, 1943. He had 
hc4)ed to induce the Soviet leader to attend that meeting. 

At about the time of the Quebec Conference, a portion of the Soviet 
press suddenly put forth the idea that, althou^ a meeting of the,diiefs 
of the American, British, and Rusrian Governments was impossible be- 
cause of Stalin’s preoccupation with directing the stupendous battle in 
the east ag^jhst Germany, a meeting of the Foreign Ministers could well 
and fruitfully be held. 

The President and Churchill both took this su^estion concur- 
rently and aske 4 Stalin whether be shared the opinion that a meeting of 
the Foreign Ministers of the three powers in tite near future would be 
eqxedient. Stalin replied to both on August 24, stating that he was in 
accord. He added timt the meeting should not be of a narrow exploratory 
character but should be a practical preparaticm leading to definite ded- 
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sions by the three Governments, He suggested that the range of questions 
to be discussed should be determined in advance. 

At that moment one or two columnists who on various occasions in 
the past had taken fierce delight in attacking me^ unleashed a particularly 
virulent campaign to the effect that I was intensely anti-Russian, and that 
my real objective was to see Germany and Russia fight each other to the 
death, with Russia bled white and the United States holding aloof. 

On August 27 I issued a public statement designed to combat the 
evil effects of this publicity, which I said lent aid and comfort to the 
enemy. On the same day I called the Soviet Charge d’Affaires, Andrei A. 
Gromyko, to my office and said to him that the absolute falsity of this 
publicity should, of course, be well known to Soviet officials just as it was 
to American officials, but I feared lest it should injuriously affect the 
state of mind of, uninformed persons in Russia, in the United States, and 
in other countries, 

Gromyko agreed that I, along with other officials of this Govern- 
ment, was doing everything possible to promote and preserve the friendly 
relations now existing between our two Governments and to carry forward 
on this basis the fullest cooperation in the prosecution of the war. 

When I saw Molotov at Moscqw in October I spoke in warm praise of 
Gromyko, saying that he was proving himself very capable. In numerous 
conversations in 1943 and 1944 Gromyko, who soon became Ambassador 
to the United States, impressed me most favorably by his practical judg- 
ment and efficiency. 

I was gratified to receive from Gromyko on September 3, 1943, a 
communication in which Russia joined with the United States and Great 
Britain in agreeing that Iran should be permitted to sign the United Na- 
tions Declaration. This meant a further assurance that Russia would 
respect the independence of Iran after the war. 

Following exchanges of views with Churchill, the President sent 
Stalin a further message on September 6, in which he said that both 
Churchill and he were pleased with the idea of a political and military 
meeting on the Foreign Minister level. Although the Prime Minister had 
suggested London or another city in England as the meeting place, the 
President said he thought a more remote spot would be better. He men- 
tioned Casablanca or Tunis, or even Sicily. He said he wanted to send me 
to the meeting but did not want me to undertake so long a journey, hence 
he would send Under Secretary 'Welles, 
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Two days later Stalin suggested Moscow as the place and the begin- 
ning of October as the time, and on September ii the President agreed. 

I delivered on September 12 a radio address over a national network 
to sum up our latest views on foreign policy and to convince our people 
that it was to the highest interest of the nation to take our full share 
in postwar cooperation with other nations. 

“It is abundantly clear,” I said, ‘‘that a system of organized inter- 
national cooperation for the maintenance of peace must be based upon 
the willingness of the cooperating nations to use force, if necessary, to 
keep the peace. There must be certainty that adequate and appropriate 
means are available and will be used for this purpose. Readiness to use 
force if necessary, for the maintenance of peace is indi^ensable if effec- 
tive substitutes for war are to be found.” 

I suggested three postulates for organized international cooperation 
after the war. 

The first was that each nation should maintain a stable government. 
Each nation would be free to decide for itself the forms and details of its 
governmental organization — so long as it conducted its affairs in such a 
way as not to menace the peace and security of other nations. 

The second was that each nation should conduct its economic affairs 
in such a way as to promote the most effective utilization of its human and 
material resources. Although each nation should be free to decide* for 
itself the forms of its internal economic and social organization, it should 
conduct its affairs in such a way as to respect the ri^ts of others and to 
play its necessary part in a system of sound international economic rela- 
tions. 

The third was that each nation should be willing to submit differences 
arising between it and other nations to processes of peaceful settlement, 
and be prepared to carry out other obligations that might devolve upon it 
in an effective system of organized peace. 

At this time Welles was stiU in Maine, and I had reliable information 
that he was writing numerous letters to friends in Washington that he 
had been the victim of ill treatment. 

After a certain amount of this had accumulated, I went to the 
President. I recalled to him that he and I had agreed to Welles’s making 
the trip to Moscow as the best means of getting him out of the Depart- 
ment without a public sen^tion, but that now conditions were different. 
Welles had not seen fit to join in with our plans but had gone off to 
Maine, whence he was writing many persons and apparently endeavoring 
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to mart3nize himself. I also recalled Welles’s remark when I had brought 
up with him our plan to send him to Moscow; namely, that nothing 
could be gotten out of such a trip. I said I now would oppose his being 
given recognition by the State Department unless he retracted some of the 
harsh criticism attributed to him and declared his loyalty to the Depart- 
ment and the Administration. 

Welles did nothing of the sort, but continued his long-distance criti- 
cism of me and the Department generally. As the campaign by one or 
two newspaper critics went on, to the effect that I was Russia’s enemy 
and wanted to see her bled white, I went to the President and said I 
would strenuously oppose Welles’s going to Moscow. 

I said to the President that, wherever the conference might be held 
— anywhere between here and Qiungking— I would be there myself. 

The President immediately expressed his gratification that I would go, 
and he repeated it two or three times with emphasis. He was also sur- 
prised. He knew I had not been feeling well, that I was no longer young — 
I was then on the eve of seventy-two — and that I had never before been 
in an airplane. 

He did not know another fact — suffered somewhat from claustro- 
phobia. One hot night some years before, while on a railroad sleeping car 
with the windows open which was passing through a long tunnel, I 
awakened and became conscious of apparently suffocating from cariran 
or other gases. I thought the train had been obstructed in the tunnel.* 
Ever since then I had had a horror of beipg in cramped, enclosed places. 
I had that feeling about airplanes, and consequently had never Sown 
before. 

Neverthdess I now decided I had to fly to the diplomatic engage- 
moat at Moscow just as an officer has to take his unit into battle whether 
he wante to or not. 

I made my deddon on my own, without consulting my doctor or 
Mrs. HuU. 

The Preddent cabled Stalin on September 34, saying that on further 
consideration he was most anxious that I attend in person the meeting 
with Mr, Molotov and Mr. Edm. He said 1 would find the long flight to 
Moscow extremely difficult for ph}^cal teasons, and could the conference 
therefore not be held in England? He believed it would be a great ad- 
vantage to all of us if Z could personally attend the conference. He fell 
sure the British would be willing to make the change. He suggested 6cto- 
ber 15 for the opening session. 
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Stalin replied that he must reluctantly insist on Moscow as the meet- 
ing place. I accordingly said to the President I would go to Moscow. My 
health was less important than the conference. 

The President on September 25 announced Welles’s resignation as 
Under Secretary of State and his rq)lacement by Edward R. Stettinius, 
Jr. I had a high regard for Stettinius on account of his extensive business 
experience, his fine character, and his belief in the principles and policies 
President Roosevelt and I were siQ)porting. He made a ^lendid showing 
as ynder Secretary. Had he continu^ in the D^artment during the years 
following he would have corre^ndingly increased his prestige an^ capac- 
ity as a top-ranking official in our foreign rdations. 

Intensive exchanges of cables were taking place among the State 
Department, the Briti^ Foreign Office, and the Kremlin on the topics 
to be considered at the conference. These included the postwar treatment 
of Germany, Italy, and Austria; the scope of the politicomilitary commis- 
sion in Algiers to handle Mediterranean problems; the attitude of the 
three powers toward the French Committee of National Liberation, toward 
Turkey, toward Iran, toward the resistance movement in Yugoslavia, and 
toward the liberated areas; and relations between Russia and Poland. 

The economic topics included cooperation in rehabilitation of war 
dam^e in the U.S.S.R.; joint action for as^tance to other cotmtries; 
collaboration on such matters as food and agriculture, transport and com- 
fnunications, finance and trade, and the International Labor Office; and 
rq>arations. 

I had'hoped to get our Four-Nation Dedaration on postwar agree- 
ments, inducfing the establishment of an, international organizaticm to 
maintain the peace, which Mr. ChurcbQl and Eden had approved at the 
Quebec Conference, induded as possibly the principal point on the agenda. 
Immediately after the Quebec meeting I had sent the full text to Moscow, 
with the hcqw that the Soviet Government would give it favorable con- 
sideration. 

My disappointment was sharp indeed, therefore, when Foreign Com- 
missar Molotov informed us that Russia could not accept the dedaration. 
Her principal objection seemed to be that we had induded China. Rusda 
fdt that China had no interest in European matters and consequent)^ 
diould he left out. 

Tha President and I believed, on the contrary, tiiat China had a 
rightful place in such a dedaration. She was not nearly so powerful mili - 
tarity as the other three nations; but her population was larger than those 
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of the other three put together, she had vast potentialities if her people 
could be united, she had been fighting against the major Pacific enemy for 
more than six years, and after the defeat of Japan she would be the princi- 
pal strictly Aaatic Power. 

I felt it would be a bad blow to China psychologically to be excluded 
from the Four-Nation Declaration. Her long war with Japan had been 
a terrible strain on her resources and morale, and any such exclusion 
might plunge her into the depths of defeatism and resentment It would 
also be easier to infiuence China’s development internationally and intern- 
ally if she were on the inside of any special relationship among the big 
Powers than if she were on the outtide. 

Of keen interest to us were the relations between Hussia and China, 
who had the longest common boimdary of any two nations in the world, 
longer even than the Canadian-American boundary. These relations 
would be better if Russia and China were on an equal footing in a four- 
nation arrangement. I was convinced that Russian cooperation would be 
of great assistance to us in r^bilitating and unif3dng C hina after the 
war. Russia would have moral infiuence on the Chinese Communists, even 
though their type of Communism was not exactly the same as the Rus- 
sians. We did not put any specific proposal to Rustia on this score during 
my period of service; but we repeatedly talked with her, as we did with 
other countries, to emphatize the interest of all nations in China’s rehabili- 
tatioh, and hence the need of their active aid for this purpose. 

Britain had adopted our view that the Eour-Nation Declaration was 
of vital neossity, though she was not so convinced as ourselves that China 
should be one of the signatories. 

At the beginning of the year our Government, to improve the status 
of China, had taken an important step — ^the relinquishment of our extra- 
-taiitorud rights in that country. As early as 1934 the Preadent had ex- 
pessed our willingness to negotiate this project with China when addi- 
tions were favorable. I had been on the point of proceeding with such 
n^tiations in 1937 when the Jiqianese invasion of China rendered them 
impossible. 

Briti^ Ambassador Halifax called on me on April 25, 1942, to hand 
me an aide-m&inoire from his Government suggesting that negotiations 
should begin. This referred to a memorandum we had given the Brititii 
Foreign Ofhce on March 30, 1937, making the same suggestion. 

Numerous exchanges took place between the British and ourselves to 
arrive at a common agreement The Foreign OfBce 'wanted to make a 
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special issue of the International Settlement at Shanghai. They also felt 
it necessary to consult the Dominions. I stated that what we had in mind 
was the complete wiping out of all rights of a special character. Any hold- 
over from the existing anomalies would be a further problem and the cause 
of continuing friction. Britain agreed. 

FinaEy, on October 9, 1942, the British and we notified China of our 
willingness to begin negotiations. Our decision was made public on Octo- 
ber 10, the Chinese national holiday, and occaaoned a stirring exchange 
of friendly messages between the President and Chiang Kai-shek. 

I handed the draft of our proposed treaty to Chinese Ambassador Dr. 
Wei Tao-ming on October 24. In a press statement I said the step we 
were taking was one of ^>ecial personal gratification because we had long 
desired to take it in practical application of the fundamental principles of 
our foreign policy. 

The negotiations on the basis of this draft were shortly concluded, 
and I signed the treaty with Dr, Wei Tao-ming on January n, 1943. The 
treaty provided for the relinquidiment by the United States of extra- 
territorial and other special rights in China and stipulated that Americans 
in China would be subject to the jurisdiction of the Chinese Government 
in accordance with the principles and practice of international law. It also 
provided that negotiations would be entered into at a suitable time to con- 
clude a comprehensive modern treaty of friendship, commerce, navigation, 
and consular rights. 

The Senate unanimously voted its approval, and the President rati- 
fiied the treaty on May 4, 1943. Thus we gave up spedal rights, some of 
which dated from the ^erican-Chinese treaty of Wanghia of July 3, 
1844, and China could now hope to see herself at the war’s end in com- 
plete possession of full sovereignty. In due course a number of other 
countries followed the example set by Britain and the United States. 

My discouragement at the Soviet Government’s rejection of the 
Four-Nati<m Declaration was counterbalanced by the encouragement I re- 
ceived from the overwhelming passage by the House of Representatives 
on September 21 of the Fulbright Resolution. This committed the House 
fb “favoring the creation of appropriate international machinery with 
power adequate to establish and to m^tain a just and lasting peace, 
among the nations of the world, and as favoring participation by the 
United States therein.” 

At almost the same ‘time a conference of Republican leaders at Mack- 
inac Island, Michigan, went on record as approving United States partid- 
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pation in an international cooperative organization following the war. I 
had had several conversations with Will Hays shortly before this con- 
ference, and he had communicated to the Republican leaders my strong 
belief that the two major parties should adopt a common, nonpartisan 
attitude supporting an international organization, to maintain the peace. 

Here, I felt, was strong backing for the issue of an international 
organization which I expected to press at Moscow. It was also ripe fruit 
from the tree of nonpartisan foreign pdicy which I had been cultivating. 
It was a far cry from 1919 and 1920 when the Senate rejected the League 
of Nations, and from 1935 when the Senate rejected our participation in 
the World Court. Now at long last Congress was coming to support the 
view I and others in the minority had fought for during two decades and 
a half, that a world organization was necessary, and that it could not 
function effectively unless the United States were a member. 

For some months I had been in close contact with leading members 
of the major parties in both Houses of Congress, to work with them in 
developing a resolution that would pledge Congressional support of United 
States membership in a world organization. I felt that such Congressional 
action would be of great help when I approached other nations, particu- 
larly Britain and Russia, in an endeavor to agree on the creation of such 
an organization. They would be more willing to work with us toward that 
end if they were reasonably certain that the United States would be a 
member. 

I seldom lost an opportunity to hammer home again and again to 
Senators and Representatives, whether Democratic or Republican, two 
main points. One was that a world organization to maintain the peace, 
by force if necessary, was absolutely imperative, and the United States 
had to be one of its principal members. The other was that our policy 
in this rei^ect should be entirely nonpartisan, with both Republicans and 
Democrats joining in its support. I had frequently invited Senators and 
Represaitatives to visit my ofSce so that I might go over these thoughts 
with them in detail. 

Throughout my career in the State Department I had never ceased to 
insist that internal politics should be entirely divorced from our foreign 
policy. There could always be honest differences of opinion regarding 
this policy, but there should not be purely partisan differences. And this 
principle, bearing on foreign policy in general, I particularly emphasized 
in relation to the postwar organization and the necessity for our prominent 
participation in it. 
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Representative Sol Bloom, chairman of the House Committee on 
Foreign Afiairs, had written me on February 3, 1943, asking for my com- 
ment on a resolution advising that the President enter into agreemoits 
with the United Nations and other nations to secure and maintain law, 
order, and peace amcmg the covenanted coimtries. Replying on February 
16, 1 said: 

“What action the Congress wishes to take on this resolution is, of 
course, a matter for its own discretion. I may say, however, that the spirit 
of the resolution is entirely in accord with the foreign policy of this 
Administration, which has consistently endeavored to secure and main- 
tain law, order, and peace by the conclusion of international agreements, 
by keeping alive and maintaining the principles which underlie whole- 
some and peaceful relations, many of which have been r^udiated and 
abandoned by a number of countries during recent years, as well as by 
every other means within its power. The Administration is firmly deter- 
mined to press forward this policy, in cooperation with Congress, as 
rapidly as events make further progress possible.” 

During the series of talks I had with Foreign Secretary Eden the 
following month he seemed much interested in the state of opinion in 
Congress and throughout this country with reference to United States 
participation in international cooperation following the war. He was un- 
doubtedly wondering whether the United States would again take the 
course Woodrow Wilson’s antagonists had followed — ^isolation and refusal 
to join a world organization. 

When he brought up the subject on March 15 I said that a suitable 
ezpressicm by Congress on the United States’ taking part in a world 
organization would have a splendid effect abroad, including Russia. The 
whole question of establ^ng and preserving close and sympathetic 
working relations between the L^slative and Executive branches of tiie 
Government, I added, called for close attenticm at all times during the 
war and the postwar period. Thorough understanding had to be main- 
tained between the two branches to the end that each might function as 
effectively as possible within its own sphere. And this was the only way 
£0 avoid controversy and deadlocks, with their deadly effects on our in- 
ternational situation. 

“The Executive Branch,” I said, “charged of course imder the Con- 
stitution.with the conduct of foreign relations, is at least impliedly charged 
urith the initiation of foreign policy. In order to avoid misunderstanding 
and a{q>arent conflict between the Executive and Legidative branches, 



STALIN THE SPHINX 


X36I 

especially the Senate, it is very important that neither should bestow on 
the other functions or privileges or other authority that might result later 
in efforts of one to veto the plans or objectives of the other. The Senate 
can undertake on its own initiative to define its views on any phase of 
foreign policy, present or future, without any surrender by the Executive 
Branch of its legitimate functions under the Constitution. And such ex- 
pression by the Senate is most desirable, assuming that the situation is 
first carefully canvassed to make sure that any such proposal will receive 
an overwhelming vote — ^in any event more than two-thirds of the vote.” 

The task before us, therefore, I said, was to get detailed discusaon 
with all the Senators favorably inclined. We carefully had to work out 
during the next few weeks an agreSnent on every essential phase, so that 
there would be understanding and unity when the Senate took action. 
This preliminary step of full and detailed conference was an indispensable 
prerequiate to any successful action by the Senate on a prc^josed resolu- 
tion. 

I also added that it was all-important to keep public opinion edu- 
cated and stabilized up to date with respect to the hitherto controversial 
questions in foreign affairs. Otherwise Congress could not be expected to 
mmntain any position that it might take in the event public opinicm 
^ould lapse or swerve in the wrong direction. 

I talked on March 19 with Senator Gillette of Iowa, who had intro- 
duced (me of the resolutions to put the Senate on record as favoring 
participation by the Unitea States in an international peace agency. I 
said that what was needed was an advance agreement among the Senators 
as to what sort of resolution could pass the Senate overwhelmingly. I 
communicated the same thou^t to Senator Lucas of Illinois, who was 
acting President pro tern of the Senate. Lucas had asked the Department 
to prepare a resolution that it could recommend. 

At the Department we prqiared a brief resolution. During this prepa- 
ration, I cautioned my associates that such a resolution had great impor- 
tance and also great dangers. There were still some elements in our 
pcpulation who might run away from this proposition like a horse at the 
rustle of a leaf; and if we were not careful th^r would get away as fast 
as a wild stallion. 

The resolution consisted of two paragraphs. The first called for the 
full and relentless prosecution of the war until theacomplete defeat of 
the Axis. The second declared that the Senate “advoiates participation 
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by the United States in the creation and maintenance of an international 
organization to insure permanent peace.” 

I went over the whole proposition with Republican Senator McNary, 
Minority Leader, who promised me complete cooperation. I held a con- 
ference on March 22 with Senators Connally, (^rge, Vandenberg, and 
Gillette and read them the text of our proposed resolution. 

We had no pride of authorship in the resolution, however. I stated 
to a press conference that day that the Government was convinced that 
some international agency must be created to keep the peace among 
nations in the future, and it therefore followed that the Executive Branch 
favored the broad principles of the various resolutions introduced in 
Congress with this purpose in view. ’ 

I read our resolution that same day to Eden and Halifax. I said I 
now Mt that, with careful management and by taking the matter up 
with Senators individually, we had every assurance that a resolution 
wiould come through the Senate. The matter, however, had to be handled 
with extreme care and delicacy, lest it revive old controversies, including 
the discussions on isolationism and even more ancient bones of conten- 
tion. 

The following day I hdd a meeting on the same subject with Sena- 
tors Ball, Burton, Hatch, and Hill. 

During the summer I kept in close touch with Senators and Repre- 
sentatives to urge unceasingly that Congress begin to align itself behind 
an international organization, in which the United States would play a 
prominent part. 

The President wrote me on June 28, 1943, about the Fulbright Reso- 
lution: “What do you think of pushing .the resolution of the Foreign 
.Affairs Committee of the House? It seems to me pretty good, and if we 
can get it through the House it mi^t work in the Senate also. I do not 
think it can do any harm. Will you talk with me about this. But you had 
better talk to Connally first.” 

1 wrote to the President the same day that I had called the Speaker 
of the House some days before and said I was for the resolution and it 
was an excellent first step. The Speaker had replied that he also was for 
it, that recently Jim Wadsworth (Republican Represmtative from New 
York) came to hnn and said there would not be more than fifty Repub- 
lican votes against it at that time, but that if a few weeks could be had 
in which to give attention to them there would not be over ten or twelve 
unfavorable Republican votes. The l^}eaker then said he had called a 
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m fAting of Fulbright, Wadsworth, ard the Floor Leader, and it was agreed 
that the resolution would be taken up when the House reconvened jn 
September. 

“Naturally,” I said, “the Senate is very jealous of its prerogatives on 
foreign policy, with the result that we are obliged to be discreet in working 
with the two Houses in connection with these subjects. I think likewise 
that we diould watch every opportunity to advance the utterances on 
postwar policy which embrace the principles contained in the Fulbri^t, 
the Ball, and any other resolutions that may be offered.” 

Perhaps partly as a result of my in^tence on thorough organization 
in the Senate and House so as to secure an overwhelming vote, the reso- 
lutions did not come to a head until some months later — ^but when they 
did thQT were handled in such a manner and passed with so stupendous 
a majority as to be eminently satisfactory. 

I felt that the passage of the Fulbright Resolution on September 21 
would give me a real advantage in Moscow because it would ^ow Molotov 
and Eden that the people of the United States, at least through thar 
Representatives in the House, wanted their country to take its full share 
in an international organization. 

I was also much encouraged at this time of preparation for the Mos- 
cow Conference by a communication Soviet Charge Andrei A. Gromyko 
handed me on September 16 from his Government, flatly rejecting a 
Japanese attempt to bring about a separate peace between Germany and 
Russia. Japan was then becoming alarmed over the progress of the United 
Nations in the Pacific. She wanted to see Germany’s might released from 
the East so as completely to confront the Allies in the West and thus force 
us to divert much of our strength from the Pacific. Naturally such a peace 
with Russia would be solely one of expediency, and when the Axis powers 
had defeated the Western Allies th^ could then deal with Russia at their 
leisure. 

The Soviet Government informed us that on September 10 the Japa- 
nese Goverrunent had proposed to send a high oCBcial with various asast- 
anls to Moscow for talks with the Soviet Government. They would then 
go on to Germany and other countries for conferences and later return 
to Moscow for further talks. Molotov relied on the 13th that the Soviet 
Government had no doubt that the purpose of this mission would be an 
'attempt at mediation between Russia and the countries which were at war 
with her. The Soviet Government considered that any armistice or peace 
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with Hitlerite Germany and her European satellites was absolutely out of 
the question, and therefore declined the Japanese proposal. 

When Gromyko read me this communication, I thanked him pro- 
fusely. I said that, even before he concluded his reading, I felt sure in my 
own mind what Molotov’s answer would be, and when he concluded his 
statement my judgment was confirmed. 

I felt that the Soviet Union’s decisively adverse reaction to Japan’s 
approach, coupled with the prompt and full information she furnished us 
concerning it, was a happy augury for the forthcoming conference. 

During the pre-conference exchanges among Moscow, London, and 
Washington, Stalin placed considerable emphasis on military discussions 
centering on the second front in Europe. He specifically requested a land- 
ing in France. He sent the President several messages on this point, and 
Mr, Roosevelt replied on October 4 that, at Stalin’s request, he would 
welcome the fullest exchange during the Moscow meeting, even though 
he did not consider the conference as one that would plan or recommend 
military strategy. He felt sure the conference would find a meeting of 
minds for the important decisions that had to be made; and if difficulties 
developed he would still have every confidence that they could be recon- 
ciled when Stalin, Churchill, and himself met, 

I foresaw trouble in connection with Stalin’s determination to dis- 
cuss military strategy during the conference. It was apparent that we 
should have to reassure Stalin completely on this point before we could 
induce him to come in with us on the political decisions. 

My preference, of course, was to leave military discussions for the 
meeting of Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill, whenever that should be. It 
was now generally imderstood among Washington, Moscow, and London 
that such a meeting would take place some time after the Moscow Con- 
ference; but no decision had been definitely reached, and there was noth- 
ing agreed as to time and place. I expected to take up this subject with 
Stalin in Moscow. 
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PRIOR TO MY DEPARTURE for Moscow, I had conferences 
with the President on October 4 and 5 and luncheon with him on the 6th 
to go over the various projects likely to come up at Moscow. On the 5th 
I took Stettinius, Hackworth, Dunn, Matthews, and Pasvolsky with me to 
the White House for a ccnnprehensive discussion with the President in 
which Admiral Leahy also took part. 

We agreed at this conference that we ^ould make every effort to 
secure both British and Russian agreement to China’s partic^tion in a 
four-power arrangement. Two three-power arrangements, we felt, would 
not be nearly so good as one four-power agreement. We ^ught the four- 
power concept should be preserved, even at the cost of getting no agree- 
ment at this time. China was too important a factor, both now and in the 
future, both because of herself and of her influence in Briti^ India, to be 
alienated. 

As for Germany, the President s^dd categorically he favored the parti- 
tion of that coimtry into three or more states, completely sovereign but 
joined by a network of postal arrangements,^ communications, railroads, 
customs, and perhaps electric power, although he thought power arrange- 
ments should be made on a continental basis. The new German states, he 
went on, should be deprived of all military activities, including training, 
and of armament industries. East Prussia diould be detached from Ger- 
many, and all dangerous dements of the population forcibly removed. 

The President took up the argument oth«’s of us adyanced, that parti- 
tion would have many undesirable results and that the customs-union 
arrangement either would prove to be unworkable or would become a 
powerful instrument for the reunification of Germany. He said we were 
inclined to exaggerate these effects. He said he had traveled and studied in 
Germany, could speak German, and thought he knew Germany better t-ban 
we did. He insisted that partition was the solution. The conversation 
shifted to other topics, but after a considerable time the President suddenly 
brought it back to Germany by sasdng that, after all, it was many years 
ago that he had become acquainted with Germany and perhaps he didn’t 
know so much about her as he thought. He then said that the whole trana- 
tional period would have to be one of trial and error, and fba*' it mi^t 
wdl happen that we would discover that partition, imdertaken immediate 
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after the war, would have to be abandoned. He thought that reparations 
should be exacted in man power and equipment. 

Mr. Roosevelt said there was not likely to be any trouble over the 
restoration of Holland or the Scandinavian countries, but that Belgium 
was likely to present difficulties. Apart, he said, from the equivocal posi- 
tion of King Leopold, then a prisoner of the Germans, who had British 
support because Churchill believed in the restoration of monarchies but 
who might cause trouble with regard to the Belgian Govemmoit-in-exile, 
Belgium was an artificial, bilingual state with the Walloons and Flemings 
traditionally at odds with each other. The President mentioned, in this 
connection, a German study made in 1940 proposing a federal union of 
Alsace, Lorraine, Luxemburg, and the two parts of Belgium. 

As for Poland and the Baltic States, the President said that, when he 
should meet with Stalin, he intended to appeal to him on grounds of hi^ 
morality. He would say to him that neither Britain nor we would fi^t 
Russia over the Baltic States, but that in Russia’s own interest, from the 
viewpoint of her position in the world, it would be a good thing for her 
to say that ^e would be willing, two years or so after the war, to hold a 
second plebiscite in the Baltic countries. While Russia was satisfied that 
the plebiscite she had already held was conclusive, he commented, the rest 
of the world did not seem to think so. He thought that the same idea might 
be applied to eastern Poland, but that the new boundary in any event 
should be somewhat east of the so-called Curzon Line, with Lemberg 
(Lw6w) going to Poland, and that a plebiscite ^ould be held after the 
^ell shock of war had subsided. 

Mr. Roosevelt felt that the Baltic passages — ^KM and the Straits — 
might each be set up as a free zone-under international trustees, and that 
a sunilar zone might be arranged for Russia to the Persian Gulf. 

The following day I received Polish Ambassador Jan CiechanowsM 
to discuss with him the painful state of Poli^-Soviet relations on the eve 
of my dq>arture for Moscow, where the subject was certain to be dis- 
cussed. These relations had greatly disturbed us and Britain for a number 
of months, particularly since the Soviet Government severed all diplomatic 
ties with the Polish Government in London on April 25, 1943. The future 
of Poland was naturally of keen interest to us. At the end of the last war, 
the United States Govenunent had taken an active part in setting up a 
free smd indq>endent Poland, which was one of Wilson’s Fourteen Points. 
We-had continued to recognize the Poli^ Government after Germany and 
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the Soviet Union had divided Poland between them in September, i 939 j 
and we had refused to recognize that partition. 

Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941? resulted 
in a marked betterment of relations between the Polish and Soviet Gov- 
ernments, signalized by their Joint Declaration of Friendship and Mutual 
Aid of December 4, 1941. Nevertheless, numerous difficulties persisted, 
centering principally in the boundary question and the release of Poles 
who had been taken prisoners of war by the Russians. Ih 1943, as the 
Russians approached the Polish borders, these difficulties sharpened. 

Then in April, 1943, the Germans broadcast allegations that 10,000 
Polish officers had been killed by the Russians two years earlier at 
Smolensk and buried in a huge pit recently discovered by the Germans. 
The Polish Embassy informed us of these charges on April 14. While 
acknowledging that the story might well be a fabrication on the part of 
the Germans, the Embassy said the Polish Government could not fail to 
take note of the allegations since it had been tr3dng for over a year and 
a half to ascertain without success from the Soviet authorities the where- 
abouts of approximately 8,000 Polish officers known to have been captured 
by the Red Army in 1939. 

The Polish Government did take up the allegations It requested the 
International Red Cross to make an investigation on the spot. Tension 
between the Polish and Soviet Governments thereupon rapidly heightened 
toward an explosion. 

British Ambassador Halifax handed me an aide-mimoire on April 21, 
1943, which indicated that because of the grave deterioration in Polish- 
Soviet relations there was danger of serious trouble among the Polish 
armed forces abroad, particularly those in the Middle East. The aide- 
mimoire informed us that Prime Minister Churchill was considering send- 
ing a message to Stalin, the draft of which would be communicated to us 
shortly with a view to seeing whether this Government would wish to 
make an equivalent approach to Moscow. 

I told Halifax that the Presidfent might be prepared within a week 
or two to make a direct approach. (He was then away from Washington.) 
In my opinion, I said, approaches would have to be made by the Presi- 
dent and the Prime Minister to Stalin directly, if they were to have any 
effect. 

Soviet Ambassador Litvinov sent me on April 24 a message from 
Stalin to the President, dated April 21, indicating that the Soviet Gov- 
ernment was breaking relations with the Polish Government in London. 
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The message was a fiery condemnation of the Sikorski Government. It 
said that that Government, far from taking a stand against a vile German 
slander of the Soviet Union, had not even seen fit to ask the Soviet 
Government for information or explanation but had engaged in an investi- 
gation farce under the stage management of Hitler. I had this wirelessed 
to the President that evening. 

The President cabled me with reference to Stalin’s message, suggest- 
ing we send an immediate message to Stalin in his name, requesting the 
Soviet leader not to create a formal rupture of relations with Poland. I 
dispatched this message to Moscow on the morning of April 26. Unfortu- 
nately, the Moscow radio shortly thereafter announced that the Soviet 
Government had severed diplomatic relations with the Polish Govern- 
ment. The text of the Soviet communique was similar in content to the 
message Stalin had sent the President. 

The rupture between Rus^a and Poland was now an accomplished 
fact, and it was easy to foresee the enormous damage it would inflict on 
the unity of the United Nations that was so essential if we were to win 
the war and assure the peace. It was an ominous omen for the future/ 

On April 28 the Union of Polish Patriots in the U.S.S.R., an organiza- 
tion of Polish Communists encouraged by the Soviet Government and 
cherishing ambitions toward ruling in postwar Poland, came to the fore 
with a declaration against the Polish Government in London. Here ap- 
peared the beginnings of a second Polish Government under the influence 
of Moscow. 

On that same day Prime Minister Churchill cabled the President, 
attaching for his information a cable he had just sent to Stalin. At the 
State Department we prepared an answer, and I took this myself on 
April 20 to the Preadent, who meantime had returned to Washington. 

This stated to Mr. Churchill that the President approved everything 
the Prime Minister had said to Stalin, particularly his statement that we 
would not recognize another Polish Government set up in the Soviet 
Union or anywhere else. The setting up of a rival Polish Government by 
the Soviet Government constituted in our opinion the chief danger at 
that time and should be avoided at all costs. We shared Mr. Churchill’s 
view that General Sikorski, Premier of the Polish Government, was the 
most helpful Polish leader whom we or the Russians were likely to find 
for the purposes of the common cause. 

The Preadent’s cable noted with gratification that Churchill did not 
mention the underlying territorial dispute between the Poles and the 
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Russians, since attempts to solve it would not add to the unity of the 
United Nations at this time. The President was glad that Churchill’s 
approach to Stalin was based primarily upon the obvious necessity of 
creating the most favorable conditions for bringing the full armed weight 
of the United Nations to bear upon the common enemy. Unless the other 
Allied nations could prevail upon Russia and Poland to adopt a course 
- of collaboration with all members of the United Nations and to declare 
a truce with regard to all .controversial questions likely to impede the 
prosecution of the war, our whole war effort would be jecpardized. 

We left to the British the initiative in the effort to restore relations 
between Poland and Russia. This was for the reason that the Polish 
Government was located in London, that Britain had a special alliance re- 
lationship with Poland, and that Britain had been the intemoediary in 
bringing Russa and Poland together in 1941. 

Lord Halifax gave me an aide-mimoire from his Government on 
May 3 urging us to agree to look after the interests of Poland at Moscow 
pending the reestablishment of diplomatic relations between the two 
Governments. The Ambassador read the note, and when he reached the 
end of the first paragraph, in which the British Government said it was 
not in a position to perform this function, I said that this likewise well 
e]q)ressed the situation of the United States. 

“Both our Governments,” I said, “should be in a position at all timos 
to exert their best efforts and influence to restore relations between Rus- 
sia and Poland. But this influence is likely to be impaired, as the British 
dde-mlmmre well states, if one of our Governments agrees to represent 
the interests of Poland at Moscow. The Russians, being a very su^icious 
people, are not favorably disposed toward this policy in any respect; and 
it would be easy for either the British or this Government to jeopardize 
its good standing with Russia, which is all-important to maintain for the 
present and the future as well.” 

Our two Governments, I continued, could do much more for Poland 
and for the United Nations’ cause by exercising our fullest inflnanr^ 
not only to restore relations between Russia and Poland, but aicn to per- 
suade Rusda that she simply had to desist from this sort of flare-up from 
time to time in the future. 

The Polish-Russian diplomatic break, I added, had done great injury 
to the Allied cause. To avoid a rq}etition of it was the most important 
problem now presmted. If Rusaa could be persuaded to see these broader 
a^ts of the situation, the more or less personal matters between Poland 
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and Russia would almost automatically iron themselves out. I concluded 
that the United States Gkwemment, like that of Great Britain, was most 
desirous of being of every feasible service to the Poles both as a Govern- 
ment and a people, and €35)ected to see a new Poland reconstituted at the 
end of the war. 

I promised Halifax I would confer with the President and let him 
know &e President’s views. When I brought this up with the President, 
he said at once he agreed with the views I had expressed. 1 so informed 
Halifax, who did not argue against our position. 

I brou^t up the subject of Soviet-Polish relations several times with 
Soviet Ambassador Litvinov and with Charge d’Afiaires Gromyko, em- 
phasizing the necessity of an agreement, while Ambassador Standley did 
likewise with Molotov in Moscow. 

Most unfortunately. General Sikorski was killed in an airplane acci- 
dent off Gibraltar on Jidy 4, 1943. This was doubly tragic because we 
believed that Sikorski was not only a splendid leader of the Poles, but 
probably the only member of the Polish Government capable of bringing 
about a rapprochement with Russia. The President, after we had dis- 
cussed this development, issued a statement urging all Poles td continue 
to follow Sikorski’s pohdes. 

Since March, 1942, at Sikorski’s personal request to the President, 
we had been giving Poland a special credit of $12,500,000 annually, the 
major portion of which was for the development of the Polish under- 
ground and the remainder to pay the expenses of Polish diplomatic mis- 
mons in the Western Hemisphere. Following a visit from Polish Ambassa- 
dor Ciechanowski on July 21, 1943 , 1 took to the President a request for 
a credit advance, under this arrangement, to the new Govemmmit of 
Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, to which Mr. Roosevelt agreed. 

Britain’s efforts and our own informal attempts to bring about a 
reconciliation between Russia and Poland having failed, the Preddent 
and I sought in July and August to make a comprehenave, formal ap- 
proach to the problem. After consultation with the British Government, 
I cabled Ambassador Standley in Moscow on July 17 an outline of a 
proposed agreement betweai the Soviet Union and Poland which he, 
together with British Ambassador Kerr, might present directly to Stalin. 
This stated that, in the opinion of this Government, the absence of 
fri^dly rdations between the Polish and Soviet Governments was injuri- 
ous to the common war effort in that it disrupted the unity of the United 
Nations, it lent encouragement to the endeavors of the enemy to create 
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and intensify differences among the United Nations, it tended to 
Strengthen those forces throughout the world which contended that pro- 
longed cooperation among the United Nations during and after the war 
period was impossible, and it distracted the minds of millions of persons 
who should be concentrating all their energies upon the winning of the 
war. 

We then made six proposals. All racial Poles in Russia who were 
domiciled in Poland on September i, 1939, would be immediately recog- 
nized as Polish citizens by the Soviet Government. The Polish and Soviet 
Governments would permit all nonracial Poles in Russia who were liv ing 
in Poland on September i, 1939, to opt for Polish or Soviet citizenship. 
Those who opted for Polish citizenship and had close relatives abroad, 
would be permitted to leave Russia. Polish children would be evacuated 
from Russia. The Polish Government would agree to permit relief and 
iivelfare work among Poles in Russia to be carried on by Soviet organiza- 
tions, Polish citizens to receive treatment no less favorable than that given 
Soviet citizens The Soviet Government would piermit the Polish Govern- 
ment to establish consulates in those areas in Russia where large numbers 
of Polish citizens were located. 

We pointed out that our proposals did not in any way involve the 
Question of frontiers, which was a matter we felt was not subject to dis- 
cussion at that time and was not germane to the principal questions 
involved— the legitimate rights of individuals and the restoration of 
United Nations unity. 

We likewise sent the same proposal to the Polish Government in 
Laidon. The American and British Ambassadors saw Stalin on August 
II and presented our suggestions. The Soviet Government, delaying their 
reply until September 27, turned down our attempt to arrange a settle- 
ment. They argued that the disruption of diplomatic relations with Poland 
was not directly connected with the questions we had raised but with the 
hostile direction of Polish policy expressed in the Polish Government’s 
attitude toward the German allegations concerning the 10,000 Polish 
officers reportedly buried at Smolensk 

Thus the matter rested when Polish Ambassador Ciechanowski came 
to my office the day before my departure for Moscow. Knowing that the 
subject would be discussed by the three Foreign Ministers at Moscow he 
handed me a long memorandum outlining Poland’s position. This among 
other points, asked the American and British Governments to guarantee 
Polands independence, integrity, and security, and to assure Polish par- 
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ticipation in the occupation of Germany and in the work of the Mediter- 
ranean Commission. It deemed undesirable either temporary or partial 
occupation of Polish territories by the Russians. If such occupation were 
unavoidably to take place as a result of military operations against Ger- 
many, it had to be dependent upon a previous Polish-Soviet understand- 
ing based on the reestablishment of mutual relations. It asked that British 
and American troops be stationed in Poland to prevent Polish-Soviet 
friction and to protect the population. It stated that the Polish Govern- 
ment could not be indifferent to the Soviet occupation of Rumania, Hun- 
gary, and Slovakia, because this would mean the encirclement of Poland 
by countries under Soviet control. It expressed reservations against a 
projected alliance of Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union. 

Nevertheless, the Polish Government was ready to take part in a 
general security pact which, in addition to the directly interested coun- 
tries of eastern Europe, would comprise Russia, Britain, and the United 
States. 

Ambassador Ciechanowski went over this memorandum with me 
point by point. I said we would give it our fullest attention. 

In connection with the Polish-Russian dispute then and later, and in 
connection with other questions between us and Russia, a suggestion was 
advanced from time to time that all we had to do to bring about a settle- 
ment was to threaten Russia that we would cut off the Lend-Lease assist- 
ance we were sending her. Neither the President nor I seriously enter- 
tained this suggestion for a moment. Russia, Britain, and the United 
States were in the same boat, which would float or sink depending on 
their abilities in jointly fighting the common enemy. Our Lend-Lease 
supplies to Russia were helping to pin down or eliminate enemy armed 
forces on the Eastern Front which otherwise we would have had to fight 
on the Western Front. 

The very making of such a threat would have engendered bad feeling 
between Moscow on the one hand and London and Washington on the 
other. Russia cOuld always argue, moreover, as we ourselves had done, 
that the sending of aid to her was in our own best interests. If we made 
the threat and Russia still refused to accede to our demands, we would 
then have faced a dilemma. Would we cut off military aid and thereby 
hurt ourselves mflitarily? Or would we continue it, thereby proving that 
our threat had been an empty one? And if we did cut it off, and let 
Moscow go its own way, could we then have the slightest hope of reaching 
a general postwar agreement with the Soviet Government? 
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On the other hand, if Stalin bowed to such a threat — ^and we had not 
the slightest assurance he would do so — ^what valid hope could we cherish 
that an agreement negotiated under a virtual ultimatum would be carried 
out when the Axis Powers were defeated and Russia no longer needed 
our military, help? 

We wanted to see normal diplomatic relations restored between Rus- 
sia and Poland; and we wanted the Soviet Government to agree to broad 
principles of international cooperation after the war, centered around the 
creation of an organization to maintain the peace. But we did not intend 
to insist on a wartime settlement of specific questions such as the deter- 
mination of the future boundary between Poland and Russia. Raising this 
question, at the insistence of the Polish. Government or of anyone else, 
would have reopened the whole question of numerous other boundaries of 
interest to Russia — a Pandora’s box of infinite trouble — which we had 
successfully postponed for the time being by the strong stand we had 
emphatically taken when the British-Soviet agreement of May 26, 1942, 
was under negotiation. 

As I left for the capital of the U S.S.R. I had made no promises to 
do more than .urge the Soviet Government, with all the earnestness pos- 
sible, to agree to a restoration of diplomatic relations with Poland. 
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AT NOON ON THE SUNSHINY DAY of October. ^ I went to 
the Washington airport and boarded an airplane for Moscow — the first 
time I had ever put foot in one. 

Accompanying me were James C. Dmm, the Department’s Political 
Adviser on European Afiairs; Green H. Hackworth, Legal Adviser; 
Michael J. McDermott, Chief of the Division of Current Information; 
Cecil Gray, Assistant to the Secretary of State; Colonels Charles W. 
McCarthy and Harry A. McBride, War Department liaison officers; Dr. 
Matthew W. Perry; Lieutenant Commander Frank Myers, who was sent 
by the Navy to supervise the oxygen on the plane, and Henry Thomas, 
agent. The chief pilot was Major Alexis Klotz. He and his two co-pilots 
had previously fiown into Russia. 

The plane, a four-engined transport, was followed by two similar 
planes largely containing Army and Navy personnel. 

After I boarded the plane. Commander Myers pointed out to me the 
emergency exits to use in case the craft had to “ditch” on water. The fact 
of several exits, I said, reminded me of the story of the old gentleman in 
Tennessee who kept three cats. A friend, visiting him one day, noticed 
three large semicircular holes cut in the bottom of the front door. 

“What are those for?” he asked. 

“To let my ^ts out,” was the reply. 

“But why won’t one hole do them?” 

“.Because,” the old gentleman retorted emphatically, “when I say 
‘Scatl’ I mean ‘Scat!’” 

, Our first lap was to West Palm Beach. Over Georgia the plane had 
to go up to 10,000 feet and at 8,000 feet I was asked to wear an oxygen 
ma^ Elderly njen do not react well to high flying altitudes, which are 
prone to bring on heart attacks, but I experienced no discomfort. 

, The next lap, the following morning, was to San Juan, Puerto Rico. 
Th^ we, boarded the cruiser Phoemx to make the Atlantic crossing to 
North Africa. Those in charge of arrangements believed that the sea cross- 
ing would give me a rest. 

' We put to sea almost immediately, escorted by two destroyers. 
Captain Noble, who was in command, kindly showed me around the ship, 
esqflaining her marvelous equipment, including radar. About halfway 
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across I watched the cruiser refuel the destroyers, during which operation 
a seaman was thrown into the sea when a line broke, but was rescued by 
one of the destroyers. 

At two o’clock of one morning, as we approached the Azores, the 
cruiser veered so suddenly I was nearly thrown from my bunk; ‘‘General 
quarters” sounded through the loud speaker system, and the crew were 
ordered to battle stations. I learned that the radar had picked up a sub- 
marine just as it surfaced about two thousand yards ahead of us. The 
destroyers rushed in, but the submarine immediately submerged and was 
not located. 

Later in the day one of the four planes the cruiser carried sighted a 
supposed submarine and dropped a smoke bomb at the spot. Again “Gen- 
eral quarters” sounded, and the destroyers dashed in. But the “submarine” 
turned out to be a whale. 

The Azores were a danger point at which German “cow” submarines 
were known t^ meet and refuel other Axis underwater craft. At almost the 
time we were passing the Azores, however, announcement was made in 
London that Portugal had agreed to permit the United Nations to use the 
Azores for convoy protection. This was the result of the combined pressure 
Britain and we had been exerting in Lisbon toward this end. 

We landed at Casablanca. There I sadly viewed the wreckage of the 
French warships, including the 3S,ooo-ton battleship Jean Bart, which had 
sought to oppose the Allied landing the previous November. It was a 
tragic sight, one that would have aroused painful reflections on the fre- 
quent inability of human beings to think straight, if I had had time for 
such speculation. But I was met by Robert Murphy, our Foreign Service 
ofiBcer who was handling our political affairs in North Africa, and taken 
immediately to the airport. There we boarded our plane which meantime 
had flown the Atlantic. 

Murphy accompanfed us on the next stage of the flight, which was to 
Algiers, and gave me a summary of his latest impressions on the situation 
in North Africa and Italy. At Algiers I dined with General Eisenhower, 
who came from Italy for the 'occasion and whose personality and confi- 
dence impressed me greatly. I also received a visit from General de Gaulle. 
We had a long, reasonably frank conversation without reaching any 
decisions. De Gaulle was more friendly than I thought would be the case. 

At that point I sent the President a message suggesting that he pro- 
pose to the Soviet Government that China, Brazil, Yugoslavia, and Greece 
be invited to limited representation on the politicomilitary commission at 
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Algiers. I said I would like very much to have the question of French 
representation on the commission cleared up before I arrived in Moscow. 
I emphasized that the militaiy fxmctions of the commander-in-chief in the 
Mediterranean should not be interfered with. 

From Algiers we made a night flight to Cairo. I slept fairly well in a 
berth. At the airport we were met by Alexander Kirk, our Minister to 
Egypt, by General Patrick Hurley, and by Richard Casey, Australian 
Minister to the United States at the time of Pearl Harbor, who was now 
British representative in the Middle East. During the afternoon Kurk took 
me to his home near the Pyramids, where King Faruq of Egypt, a hand- 
some bemded man in his early twenties. King George of Greece, and the 
boy King Peter of Yugoslavia called on me. 

The following morning we took off for Tehran, Iran. I saw the Suez 
Canal with long lines of freighters passing through. We then flew over 
land of which I had so often read in the Bible, and sighted Bethlehem 
and the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. 

A surge of memory swept over me as the Holy Land flowed past me. 
r could see my mother reading the Bible to us night after night. I could 
see my brothers and me handing the book from one to another. I could 
hear us reciting verse after verse. 

1 was talking with a little group when one of the pilots came over 
and, pointing to a city up yonder about ten miles off, said: “Do you see 
that city? That’s Beersheba.” 

“Oh, yes,” I said, “and where is Dan?” 

He studied a bit, then threw up his head and asked, “Dan who?” 

We had a good laugh and 1 told him Dan was a biblical city in Pales- 
tine, the farthest removed from Beersheba. 

Later a member of the party spoke up and said he wanted to know 
where Sodom and Gomorrah were. 

“You ought to remember that,” I said jocosely. “They were at the 
foot of Mount Vesuvius and were destroyed there between a.d. 6 and 7.” 

“Oh yes,” he exclaimed, “I remember that now.” 

We again laughed as I said: “We’re flying over Sodom and Gmnorrah 
now.” We were then passing over the Dead Sea, which covers the site of 
the ancient twin cities. He a^ed no further questions. 

Approaching Tehran we flew past mountain peaks that towered up 
to 20,000 feet Our pilot followed ^ passes and did not go above 13,000, 
feet, which meant, however, that for some time I had to wear an oxygen 
mask. From the plane and on the ground we saw much evidence of the 



MOSCOW CONFERENCE BEGINS 3C277 

vital role Iran was playing as a transportation route for American sup- 
plies going to Russia. 

In Tehran I paid a courtesy visit to the Shah of Iran in his alabaster 
palace. I plied our Minister to Iran, Louis G. Dreyfus, Jr., with questions 
not only on our political relations in that area, but also on the biblical 
background of the region. Since there were many of these latter he could 
not answer, I said I would return in a couple of weeks and would appre- 
ciate the answers then. He must have crammed in the meantime, for when 
I next saw him he had all the information I wanted. 

British Foreign Secretary Eden had cabled me suggesting he and I 
meet for a preliminary conference at Cairo before going on to Moscow. I 
replied that our Russian friends were rather suspicious generally, and 
that it might look as if Britain and the United States were forming a 
common policy in advance of discussing it with Russia. However, when I 
reached Tehran, Eden, following his own schedule, arrived at somewhat 
the same time. We thereupon met to exchange a few greetings and casual 
observations without entering into any real discussion. 

At Tehran two Russian navigators came aboard. We were also joined 
by W. Averell Harriman, our new Ambassador to Russia, who continued 
on with us. - 

We arrived in Moscow late in the afternoon of a cold October day, 
the 1 8th, just as the sun was setting. Molotov and Litvinov, as well as 
Donald Nelson, Chief of our War Production Board, and a large crowd of 
other officials were at the airport to meet us. Molotov and Litvinov 
greeted me warmly. I then drove to the American Embassy. 

We had purchased this building, known as Spaso House, from the 
Russians after we had established diplomatic relations in 1933 . 1 was told 
that this had been the home of a wealthy Russian merchant who had done 
much to develop the mineral wealth of Russia. A few weeks after he 
moved into it, he was murdered there by his own son who came home 
drunk and wanted money. The house subsequently had been used by 
officials of the early Soviet revolutionary period, who were all executed 
later on. At Spaso House a Chinese boy named Gin was assigned to look 
after me. Brought into Russia by^an American newspaperman, he had 
married a Russian woman and had^two childrai; but he wanted to leave 
Russia and go to America. 

I had little opportunity to draw conclusions from the past story of 
our Embassy, for a preliminary conference of the three foreign ministers 
was scheduled for that very evening. 
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The three foreign ministers met in the Kremlin the evening of 
October 18, with every appearance of cordiality and cooperation, and a 
strict attendance to business. We qtdckly agreed on no speechmaking, on 
the advisers who would sit in with us, on the meeting place, and on the 
first communique to be issued. 

When I returned to the Embassy I found a telegram from the State 
Department referring to a message Mr. Churchill had sent the President 
on October 12 proposing a joint statement by the chiefs of the three 
Governments on the punishment of Germans guilty of atrocities. The cable 
said the President would like me to consider the text of some such state- 
ment to be issued at the dose of the Moscow Conference. It suggested 
that, without prejudice to any action we might take against past offenders, 
the warning should refer specifically to present and future atrocities; this 
was to avoid driving German offenders to desperation and inducing them 
to take the same action as cornered rats in past history who had murdered 
their helpless victims. 

Prior to the first formal meeting scheduled for the afternoon of the 
jpth I received separate visits at Spaso House from Eden and Molotov. 

I suggested to Eden it would be well to give the Russians every indi- 
cation possible that both the American and the British delegations were 
ready separately to discuss any matters with them. I considered it im- 
portant to avoid a feeling of suspicion on the part of the Russians that the 
British and American groups were conferring without giving the Russians 
the benefit of their discussions. Eden agreed. 

British Ambassador Sir Archibald Clark Kerr, who accompanied 
Eden (he later became British Ambassador to Washington), brought up 
the desire of the Russians to have military discussions, particularly with 
reference to the second front. I indicated I would state the United States' 
determination to prosecute the war to its conclusion and to give full assist- 
ance to her allies. We agreed that we should give the Soviet Government 
fujl information on our plans, the reasons for our decision’s, and the results 
obtained, and receive any suggestions they might wish to make, but that 
it should be made clear that no military negotiations could be carried on 
at the conference. 

With Molotov I first brought up the question of the Russian censor- 
ship. American correspondents had not been permitted to send human 
interest stories concerning the arrival of the American delegation. I asked 
whether such stories concerning the conference generally, which did not 
touch upon the official business of the meetings, could not be permitted. 
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Molotov exclaimed over the ‘‘stupidity” of the censor, and said he would 
see to it. 

I then said I wanted to tell Molotov what I had already told Eden, 
that I envisaged cooperation among the three countries on an entirely 
equal footing and that there should therefore be no secrets between any 
two of us. Molotov heartily agreed. 

Since I was convinced our three countries could engage in close 
cooperative action not only during the war but in the postwar period as 
well, I said it was important that misunderstandings or suspicions that 
might exist between our peoples should be steadily and progressively 
broken down, and I was prepared to devote the closing period of my life to 
facilitating such collaboration. Molotov said he was prepared to do every- 
thing he could toward the same end. ’ 

At our first regular meeting, held October 19 in Spiridonovka Palace, 
a fine old Czarist mansion tiled with marble and heavily ornamented in 
gold, Molotov distributed copies of the draft agenda, and drew attention 
to one omission — our proposal regarding the Four-Nation Declaration. 
He said it had not been included because it was not clear to his Govern- 
ment from the correspondence with the British and American Govern- 
ments whether it was to be omitted or not, and, if we desired, this point 
could receive further consideration. 

I immediately said that, while I appreciated the reasons why the 
Four-Nation Declaration (which had constituted Point One in the agenda 
previously circulated) had not been included, I was glad that Molotov 
had expressed willingness to put this point back on the agenda. I added 
that the Declaration affected so many mutual interests of the three coun- 
tries at the conference that I proposed it be made Point Two on the 
agenda, immediately following the Soviet proposal for the consideration of 
measures to shorten the duration of the war against Germany and her 
European allies. Molotov and Eden agreed. 

Molotov then handed us a written proposal for Item One — ^measures 
to shorten the war. This contained three points. The first asked whether 
the assurances given by Churchill and Roosevelt at the beginning of June, 
1943, to the effect that Anglo-American forces would invade northern 
France in the spring of 1944, remained in force. The second point was 
that the three Powers propose to the Turkish Government that Turkey . 
immediately enter the war. The third was that the three Powers propose 
to Sweden that she provide the allies with air bases for the struggle against 
Germany. 
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I said I would like to submit the proposals concerning Turkey and 
Sweden immediately to the President, to which Molotov agreed. 

At this meeting I was accompanied by Ambassador W. Averell 
Harriman, Major General John R. Deane, our military attach^ in Mos- 
cow; Green H. Hackworth, James Clement Dunn and Charles E. Bohlen, 
the last-mentioned being a Foreign Service officer very familiar with 
Russia, who interpreted for me. He later rose to high position in the State 
Department. 

Our next session, on October 20, was' devoted entirely to military 
discussions centering around the second front. British Lieutenant General 
Ismay and General Deane stated in some detail the Anglo-American plans 
for launching a major offensive across the English Channel in the spring 
of 1944. These plans were subject to two conditions, one being a reduc- 
tion in the German air fighter force in northwestern Europe, the other 
being that the German land forces then able -to resist the assault should 
not exceed certain totals. 

Eden and I gave an affirmative reply to Molotov’s formal question 
whether the Roosevelt-Churchill statement of June, 1943, that an invasion 
of northern France would be carried out in the spring of 1944, still 
remained in effect. We said that that decision had been reaffirmed at the 
recent Quebec Conference, subject to the conditions just stated, and 
prepsfrations to carry out the operation were being pressed forward as 
rapidly as possible. 

Molotov said his Government took note of these statements, as well 
as those made by Ismay and Deane, and expressed the hope that the plan 
of invasion would be carried out on time. 

The Four-Nation Declaration came up for discussion at the third 
meeting, "on October 21. 1 said we were now at a stage when the coopera- 
tion of all the United Nations, based primarily on self-interest, must be 
considered in the light of the period that would follow our final victory. 
It was clear there were overwhelming common interests that were a close 
second to the first task of winning the war. 

^‘We have many interests in common,” I said, Among them is a 
mutual interest in the preservation of peace and the establishment of 
international security which we regard as the only means of assuring the 
political, economic, and social welfare of every people in the world. The 
welfare of our peoples depends not only upon the measures taken intern- 
ally by each Government, but also upon the establishment of a world 
power imder law that will at all times preserve peace and guarantee to 
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the pe(^les of the world the possibility of continuing their progress. We 
feel that the basic principles of this international policy are those set forth 
in the Atlantic Charter and in the subsequent declarations of the United 
Nations, and that only worth-while nations will be interested in the 
preservation and extension of those principles.” 

In all the United Nations, I said, there was a growing desire to obtain 
leadership and guidance from the great powers, particularly concerning 
the future course of international affairs. They wanted to know whether 
the great nations would revert to isolation and its suicidal consequences or 
whether, in the interest of self-preservation, they would adopt the path of 
' cooperation. 

I emphasized that democratic countries in general required a con- 
siderable period of time to formulate their international policies. Public 
opinion in those countries moved slowly, and the people desired to see 
clearly the direction in which their governments were moving. For this 
reason we regarded it as important that the peace-loving Governments of 
the world take, even during the war, such steps as would hasten this 
process and set forth the principles that pointed the way to international 
cooperation. 

I added that, since I always wished to speak with clarity and frank- 
ness, I wanted to inform the conference that we had sent the draft of- the 
Four-Nation Declaration to the Chinese Government, as well as to the 
British and Soviet Governments, for their consideration and comment. 

Eden strongly supported my arguments. Molotov, too, said his Gov- 
ernment was very favorably disposed toward the principles set forth in 
the Declaration and therefore welcomed it. However, he immediately 
brought up the question of China, and objected that, ff she were included 
it would probably be impossible to get her adherence in time to sign the 
document during the conference. 

I informed Molotov that I had learned from the Chinese Ambassador 
to Moscow that his Government had approved the draft of the Four- 
Nation Declaration I sent them and merely desired to be informed of any 
changes that might be made in the text. 

Molotov suggested that the conference consider a declaration by 
three, and not four. Powers, but if it proved possible to Obtain the consent 
of the Chinese Government before the end of the conference it could then 
be transformed into a Four-Nation Declaration. 

I pointed out the importance of the psychological situation of all 
nations participating in one form or another on our side in the war. I felt 
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that if one of the great nations that was making an important contribution 
to the war should be excluded, the psychological effect would be most 
harmful for the unity of the United Nations. 

The discussion went on for some time, until Molotov proposed a 
recess. During the conference a recess was customarily called about mid- 
way through each session, and tea was served. This consisted of a seem- 
ingly infinite variety of delicacies and wines in addition to the usual tea. 
Many days the weather was so fine that during the recess we walked in 
the garden of the palace. I was then often able to have a private and 
fruitful conversation with Molotov. 

The Foreign Commissar who, during our first meeting in Washing- 
ton, had seemed to maintain a reserved attitude, was becoming increas- 
ingly pleasant and communicative in Moscow as I saw and conversed 
with him from day to day. Our conversations were becoming freer and 
more outspoken. In all my contacts with him in the course of the confer- 
ence proceedings, I was more and more impressed with his broad grasp 
of the questions entering into the discussions. 

Now during this intermission I took up very earnestly with Molotov 
his objections to including China in the Declaration. 

^The American Government,” I said, ^‘is doing everything and has 
done everything possible with respect to the Chinese situation. In my 
judgment it would be impossible to omit China from the Four-Nation 
Declaration. My Government believes that China has been in the world 
picture as one of the Big Four for the prosecution of the war. For her now 
to be dumped out on her face by Russia, Great Britain, and the United 
States in connectipu with the Declaration would create in all probability 
the most terrific repercussions, both political and military, in the Pacific 
area, 

‘‘This might call for all sorts of readjustments by my Government to 
keep the political and military situation in the Pacific properly stabilized. 
Great Britain would probably be likewise affected. Furthermore, public 
opinion in my own country would be hopelessly rent by the news that my 
Government had joined with the Soviet Government to throw China out 
of the war picture, as the public would probably interpret her exclusion 
from the Declaration.” 

Molotov appeared to recognize the reasonableness of what I had said. 

Immediately after the conference resumed he indicated h^ was willing 
to leave open the question of Chinese participation, and to proceed with 
discussion of the clauses of the Declaration. 
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Numerous suggestions were then advanced and agreed to for changes 
in phraseology. Molotov encountered difficulty in accepting the clause 
setting up a technical military commission. He said that, while he could 
say in strict confidence that the Soviet Government and people would 
welcome it when the Allies had defeated Japan, nevertheless to Include 
China in a technical military commission might lead to complications in 
Russia’s relations with Japan, which it would be better to avoid. I pro- 
posed, out of consideration for Molotov’s views, that the article be omitted. 
This was agreed to. 

At the fourth meeting of the foreign ministers, on October 22, Eden 
advanced the proposal that a European Advisory Commission be set up, 
with headquarters in London, to consider all problems that would come 
up affecting the three Powers. I had proposed that such problems be con- 
sidered at meetings called in the respective capitals, presided over by the 
respective foreign minister, with the other two countries represented by 
their ambassadors. However, I stated my willingness to agree to Eden’s 
proposal. Molotov was also in agreement. 

When the question of Italy arose, Molotov stated that his Govern- 
ment had been very happy at the unconditional surrender of Italy, and, 
while realizing the predominant part played in this by the British and 
American armies, he felt that, although far away, the Soviet armed forces 
had also contribiited their part. Since Italy was the first country to 
surrender to the Allies, he added, new problems in this connection were 
arising which affected very directly the cooperation among the three 
Powers. The Soviet Union was greatly interested in receiving accurate 
information on Italy, including the manner in which the terms of sur- 
render were being carried out, and this was impossible In the absence of a 
Soviet representative on the spot. 

Eden promised full information, and said that Molotov’s suggestion 
concerning a Soviet representative was taken care of by the proposal Eden 
had made that the three Powers appoint high commissioners to an Inter- 
Allied Advisory Council, to be set up to deal with Italy. 

Molotov then presented a paper contaimng seven measures that the 
U.S.S.R. desired to see introduced in Italy largely to assure the ^^e- 
fascistization” of the country. Eden observed that most of the measures 
proposed were already in effect. 

I promised that Eden and I, jointly or separately, would submit to 
the conference a chronological and detailed list of the policies that our two 
Governments had followed in Italy since the invasion of Sicily. 
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Molotov stressed the great necessity for a public statement by the 
three powers concerning Italy which would include the Soviet suggestions. 
This was subsequently agreed to, as was also Eden’s proposal for an 
Advisory Coimcil for Italy. The Council was to be composed of repre* 
sentatives of the three nations, plus the French Committee of National 
Liberation, with Greece and Yugoslavia to come in later. The Council was 
to have the particular duty of watching the operation of the machmery of 
control in Italy which would be enforcing the terms of surrender. 

The Declaration regarding Italy stated the agreement of the three 
nations that Fascism should be utterly destroyed in Italy and that the 
Italian people should be given every opportunity to establish govern- 
mental and other -institutions based upon democratic principles. The 
measures suggested by Molotov toward this end were included. 

Molotov, at the October 22 meeting, proposed that, since Italy’s 
participation in the war against Russia had wrought great damage to the 
Soviet economy, particularly to the Navy and merchant fleet, there be 
turned over to the Soviet Union immediately one Italian battleship, rane 
cruiser, eight destroyers, four submarines, and 40,000 tons of merchant 
shipping. 

Eden and I said we would submit this request to our Governments, 
and I said I would urge the President to give it sympathetic consideration 
on a fair and equitable basis. 

I presented to the conference on the foUowing day, October 23, our 
draft of a proposal for the postwar treatment of Germany. This we had 
evolved at the State Department during frequent consultations among 
ourselves and with other interested Departments and following a number 
of conversations I had had with the President. It represented the first com- 
prehensive statement of the thoughts of the American Government on 
what we considered should be done with and in Germany. 

About March 20, 1943 , 1 had had a long discussion with the Presi- 
dent at the White House on the subject of the postwar treatment of 
Gmoany. We both felt it was not too soon to b^;in a serious study of the 
question. 

Mr. Roosevelt^ sent me a note on March 23 in which he said: 
“ApnqxM of our conversation the other afternoon, I wish you would 
e^lore, with the Briti^, the question of what our plan is to be in Ger- 
main and Italy during the first few months after Germany’s col^>se. 

“I ilunk you had better confer with Stimson about it too. 
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thought is, if we get a substantial meeting of the minds with the 
British, that we should then take it up with the Russians.” 

During the following months we discussed the subject intensively at 
the State Department, with the British, and with Secretary Stimson until 
we perfected the project I now presented at Moscow. 

As was my usual custom, I handed this very informally to my 
Russian and British colleagues. When I was together with Molotov, I 
drew the document out of my pocket and gave it to him saying: 'This is 
not a formal United States proposal but something to show a slant of 
mind. It is just a personal suggestion you and I can talk about. Then, if 
you like, we can talk to Eden about it and see what he thinks. I can make 
the proposal mine, or you can make it yours.” 

Molotov said he would like to take the document and study it. The 
next day he came back, his face radiant. 'T have shown this to Stalin,” he 
said in effect, "and he is enthusiastic. It expresses Russians thoughts about 
Germany exactly as if we had expressed them. We have had those thoughts 
but have not been able to express them. Stalin would like to make this a 
Russian suggestion.” I agreed. 

, Our proposal, calling for the unconditional surrender of Germany, 
provided for the signing of an instrument by an authorized agent of 
whatever German Government exercised legal or actual power and by an 
authorized agent of the military authorities. This document would contain 
an admission of the total defeat of Germany; empower the United Nations 
to exercise all the rights of an occupying power throughout Germany; 
bind the German Government to deliver up all prisoners of war and other 
detained nationals of the United Nations; empower the United Nations 
to regulate the demobilization of German armed forces; stipulate the 
release of political prisoners, abandonment of concentration camps and 
delivery of war criminals; bind the German Government to the continued 
maintenance of all agencies of economic control together with their staffs, 
complete records, and other equipment, for subsequent disposition by the 
Umted Nations; empower the United Nations to supervise the economic 
activities of Germany; and require the German Government to deliver up 
all arms and armaments, other military and naval stores, and stocks of 
raw materials. 

We recommended that, during the armistice period, an Inter-Allied 
Control Commission be set up to carry out the terms of surrender. Ger- 
many would be occupied by British, Soviet, and American forces. There 
would be minimum interference with local government, but all Nazi of5- 
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dais would be promptly removed and every vestige of the Nazi regime 
uprooted. The Nazi Party would be dissolved. Germany would pay rqpara- 
tions for the physical damage inflicted upon the U.S.S.R. and other Allied 
and occupied countries, such reparations to be determined through a 
Commission on German Reparations consisting initially of representatives 
of the three Powers. Germany would be totally disarmed. 

As measures of permanent control of Germany’s military potential, 
we suggested that Germany be denied a standing army, the German 
General Staff be disbanded, the military caste system be eliminated, arms 
manufacturing facilities be dismantled, importation and manufacture of 
arms, ammunition, implements of war, and materials essential to their 
manufacture, including all types of aircraft, be prohibited; and a perma- 
nent audit and inspection system be established and maintained under 
supervision of the United Nations. 

We mad€ several observations and suggestions concerning the perma- 
nent political status of Germany. As for the problem of German political 
imity, we said, there was then no indication whether the effect of defeat 
would be to strengthen the trend toward political unity within Germany, 
or whether the reaction against the defeated Hitler regime would lead to 
the emergence of a ^ntaneous movement for the creation of several 
separate states. The question was still under study. 

We did state our view, however, that the potential threat of Germany 
to general security might be lessened through decentralization of the Ger- 
man political structure. This might be accomplished by assigning to the 
state units control over a wide range of administrative functions, and by 
encouraging any movement that mi^t emerge within Germany in favor 
of the diminution of Prussian domination over the Reich. 

We also stated our belief that, in the long run, the most desirable 
form of government for Germany would be a broadly based democracy 
operating under a bill of rights to safeguard the civil and political liberties 
of the individual. For democracy to work in Germany there had to be: a 
tolerable standard of living; restriction of measures of control to the 
requirements of general security; and harmony of policy and purpose 
amon^ the British, Soviet, and American Governments. 

We pointed out that, since the administration of Germany would be 
controlled by the inter-Allied mechamsms during the armistice period, it 
was during that period that the bases of a democratic regime should be 
laid. Early steps should be taken to restore freedom of speech, religion, 
and of the press, freedom to organize political parties other than of Nazi- 
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Fascist doctrine, cultural associations, and trade unions. When conditions 
permitted, preparations should be made for the holding of free elections 
for the creation of a central German Government to which the occupation 
authorities would gradually transfer their responsibility for the internal 
administration of the country. 

As for frontiers, we simply said this was a matter that should come 
within the purview of the general settlement with Germany. 

Detailed discussion of this plan at later sessions revealed an identity 
of views on the major points.- In the se.ssion on October 25, Eden said his 
Government would not like to see a united Germany remain but would 
prefer to see her divided into separate states, particularly a separate 
Prussia. He said his Govenunent would therefore encourage any separatist 
tendencies within Germany, but that it was divided in its opinion on the 
desirability of attempting to impose the dismemberment of Germany by 
forcible means. 

Molotov said the Soviet Union gave its full approval to all measures - 
that would render Germany harmless in the future. 

I remarked that my Government had been struck by the widely 
divergent views among Allied Governments on the subject of the dis- 
memberment of Germany. In high quarters in the United States, I added, 
when the study of this problem had begun there had been a general dis- 
position to favor the dismemberment of Germany. But, as the discussions 
progressed and conflicting and often very convincing arguments were 
advanced for or against, there was an increasing di^osition to keep an 
open mind on this point and to explore it more fully before determining 
upon our final attitude — although dismemberment was still in favor. 

I myself had been opposed to dismemberment from the beginning. 

Molotov added that his Government was somewhat behind in its 
study of the postwar treatment of Germany due to the preoccupation of 
its leaders with the war. He said that to the United States and to me in 
particular belonged the honor of setting forth the first definite eiqpression 
of an attitude toward Germany. The plan we had prepared corresponded 
to the Soviet Government’s ideas, but this should be regarded as a mini- 
mum and not a maximum proposal. 

We all agreed that Germany "should be made to'give up all her con- 
quests and return to her pre-1938 borders, and that East Prussia should 
be separated from Germany. 

We later decided to refer the plan for detailed study to the European 
Advisory Commission in London which we were setting up. Many of its 
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points were incoiiiorated in later Allied agreements for the postwar treat- 
ment of Germany. 

Prior to this meeting on October 23, I had an hour’s conversation 
with Molotov during which I strongly urged that certain bases for postwar 
settlement be laid now, particularly an agreement on a world organization 
to maintain the peace and on economic principles. I said that, if such 
problems were left until the end of the war, it would be very difficult to 
get unified support of public opinion in many democratic countries. 

“The end of the war,” I said, “will probably be followed by many 
divMons of opinion within the various coimtries ccmcemed. The peoples 
of the United Nations will not be so united as they are now. It is very 
important for us now to take advantage of the unity brought on by the 
war, in order to apply that unity to the solution of postwar problems.” 

Molotov agreed. 

I remarked that at the end of the last war there had been great 
changes in a number of important countries. In my opinion, at the end of 
the present war there would be from ten to fifteen countries going through 
the same process, many without adequate food and in no condition to 
guide themselves along the proper channels. I had participated in some of 
the discussions with President Wilson at the end of the last war and I 
had seen how catastrophically events had developed. 

“I have been tempted to convey to the British,” I said, “my belief 
that thb time the United States is prepared to play her part in the postwar 
world. But I have waited until I was reasonably certain that this was true. 
Now I am reasonably certain, and I can convey this belief both to the 
British and Soviet Government at this conference.” 

Molotov said he warmly welcomed these views. He also agreed to my 
statement that the dosest relations and confidence between our two coim- 
tries were of vast importance, and that, if we could emphasize to both 
our peoples that they were in fact allies and comrades in the common 
struggle, nothing could prevent their becoming fast friends. 

I added that our two peoples had many things in conunon. Th^ 
shared in large measure the same tastes, the same jokes, and in general 
were very congerual. I went on that, spesddng frankly as must be the case 
between frirads, one of our difficulties had come from the efforts to pro- 
mote Co mmu n is m in the United States from abroad and also from the 
question of freedom of religion in the Soviet Union. Happily, steps had 
been taken in recent months to imi^ove this situation. 

Mdotov smiled and said he did not see why the United States had 
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any reason to fear the forcible imposition of Communism. As for religion, 
he commented that the widespread qpinion with regard to religious matters 
in the Soviet Union was different from what actually existed in fact. 

I replied that certain religious groups in the United States might put 
the wrong interpretation on religious events in the So^et Union, and this 
was one reason why I felt that the exchange of full informaticm between 
our two countries was so important. “You are right in your observation,” 
I said, “that there is little danger that Communism will be established in 
the United States, but what I was really referring to is the extreme 
opposition of the American people to what they regard as attempts from 
the outside to interfere in the internal affairs of the United States.” 

I urged Molotov to send delegates to Washington to take part with 
the British and ourselves in the discussions we were holding on postwar 
economic problems. Both Eden and 1 had sent him various documents 
concerning these discussions. Molotov limited himself to saying that his 
Government was studying the various points at issue. 

Just before we went to the conference meeting^ Molotov said he had 
discussed with Marshal Stalin the proposed declaration sent me by the 
President regarding German atrocities. With a few minor changes, Stalin 
agreed to it. 

In the conference discussions we were having on atrocities, the RuS" 
sians took a strong stand. They had suffered severely at the hands of the 
Germans, and they wanted to administer stem, swift justice to the German 
officials responsible for the wholesale murder of Soviet dtizms. 

Eden argued that all the legal forms should be observed. 

Whan it came around to me to state my opinion, I said: 

“If I had my way, I would take Hitler and Mussolini and Tojo and 
their archaccomplices and bring them before a drumhead court-martial. 
And at sunrise on the following day there would occur an historic inci- 
dent.” 

As this was translated, Molotov and his entire delegation broke into 
loud exclamations of approval, and for a minute the calm of the confer- 
ence was shattered. 

The main point I had in mind at Moscow in this connection was to 
emphasize fmrther that the world had to deal in drastic fashion with a 
state of affairs wherein powerful dictators had arisen with plans of world- 
wide conquest, enslavement, and vicious methods of barbarism and 
savagery. I felt that this dass of world desperadoes should be summarily 
dealt with ju^ as they were summarily dealii^ with the iimocent peoples 
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of the world. This speedy action would make certain the prompt disposi- 
tion of world gangsters who were worse in their methods and purposes 
than a million mad dogs let loose on every center of population. 

I assumed that, when we captured the chiefs of the three Axis Powers _ 
and their ringleaders, we would also secure their- secret papers and handle 
this evidence somewhat as we would if we were carrying out the forms of 
an international law trial. But I did not want this process to disturb the 
prompt disposition of those bandit chieftains. 

I had submitted this view to President Roosevelt and to Prime Min- 
ister Churchill and Eden during their visits to the United States. I had, 
also mentioned it a number of times at Cabinet meetings. I said bluntly I 
thought that the instigators of the war, German, Japanese, and Italian, 
should all be hanged. 

I argued that since all ranks in the army, from general to private, 
were dealt vrith by court-martial, I did not see why the Axis ringleaders 
should be given preference in a fancy trial. Such a trial, among other 
disadvantages, would enable the archcriminals to manufacture a vast 
network of claims and pretenses embodied in a false and fraudulent 
defense. This, carefully thought out and prepared, would be passed on 
to the German, Italian, and Japanese populations to be taught them as 
gospel truth and so to shape their future course. 

Besides, 1 felt that a summary trial would provide a more striking 
trample to other would-be aggressor dictators in the future than a long 
drawn-out formal tfial. 

I was mindful, too, of the important fact that international lawyers 
in the past had set forth the opinion that persons like Napoleon could 
rightfully be summarily executed. Also, that international law was an 
outgrowth of treaties and of accepted customs, and the United Nations 
could therefcare, by treaty, agree among themselves to the execution of the 
Axis outlaws. 

The point that weighed most heavily in my mind was that the 
world was making a hairbreadth escape from being conquered and en- 
slaved under the worst methods of savagery. This was not a mere local or 
regional war but one which, if successful for the Axis, would involve the 
utter destruction of everything worth while that the htnnan race possessed. 
The conquerors, in their efforts to succeed, were literally torturing and 
crucifying tens of millions of innocent persons. Therefore, every con- 
sideration of self-preservation required that these ringleaders be sum- 
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marily executed, just as mflitary personnel down the line could be so 
executed following court-martial. 

To my mind it was most important, not only that these savage men 
should be executed, but also that they should be executed summarily. 

When I presented these arguments to the President, Churchill, and 
Eden, their general reaction was more in the direction of a formal trial 
under some form of international law. Nevertheless, no decision was 
reached, and I was still free at Moscow to express my personal opinion. 

As long as I was at the State Department, my idea was not definitely 
rejected. It was changed in favor of a formal trial after I resigned as 
"Secretary of State. 

I do not want, however, to be understood as being opposed to the 
Nuremberg trial. I heartily suf^rted that course when it was later 
decided upon. My thought has only to do with the difference in the form 
of trial. 

The Declaration on German Atrocities, as finally agreed on at Mos- 
cow, and issued over the signatures of Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill, 
stated that Germans guilty of atrocities would be sent for judgment and 
punishment to the countries in which they had committed their deeds. 
Major criminals, whose ofienses had no particular geographical localiza- 
tion, would be punished by the joint decision of the Allied Governments. 

The Declaration ended with a warning whose language had almost a 
biblical resonance: “Let those who have hitherto not imbrued their hanrfs 
with innocent blood beware lest they join the ranks of the guilty, for most 
assuredly the three Allied Powers will pursue them to the uttermost ends 
of the earth and will deliver them to their accusers in order that justice 
may be done.” Prime Minister ChurchUl was its author. 
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Organization 

AFTER HAVING BEEN IN MOSCOW nearly a week, I re- 
marked to Molotov that I did not know what the protocol was with 
regard to an audience with Marshal Stalin; I did not know how long to 
wait or whether 1 had waited too long; but in any event I would be 
honored if 1 could see bis “boss” and I would leave the matter to 
Molotov. 

Eden had seen Stalin briefly soon after getting to Moscow, but he 
had made arrangements in advance for the audience. 1 had made no sudi 
arrangements. My theory was that I should do business with Molotov 
and not let him think I wished to go over his head to Stalin. 

In very short order Molotov informed me that Stalin would see me 
at the Kremlin at three o’clock, October 25. 

One of the foremost tc^ics of our conversation, I knew, would be the 
proposed meeting of Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill. Considerable diffi- 
culties, however, had arisen. Before and after my arrival in Moscow, the 
President was exchanging cables with Stalin relating to the meeting. The 
conference was agreed to in principle, but an insurmountable obstacle 
appeared to have risen over the place of the meeting. 

In a cable on October 14 the President suggested Bagdad, capital 
of Iraq, or Asmara, capital of Italian Eritrea in East Africa, now occupied 
by British trocps, or Ankara, capital of Turkey. Stalin had already pro- 
posed Tdiran. The President suggested November 20 or 25 as the date. 

On October 19 Stalin replied that he could not accept any of the 
places proposed by the President in lieu of Tehran, He said it was not a 
question of protection, which did not worry him, but a question of main- 
taining dose contact with the Soviet Army during its present offensive 
qperations. He said his colleagues considered that these operations de- 
manded his personal contact with the High Command. Sudh contact could 
be s^sured at Tehran because of the existence of direct td^aph and 
telephone connections with Moscow. 

The President sent me a long tel^ram on October 21 saying that 
Tehran, as he had learned from careful check of the time risk involved 
and his own constitutional obligations, was impossible for him. He meant 
he could not be in a place so isolated as physically to prevent his receiv- 
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log legislation from Congress and returning it within ten days. Tehran was 
difficult of approach by airplane because of high mountains, and planes 
mi^t have to wait several before getting in or getting out. 

The President said that Stalin had shown no realization of Mr. Roose- 
velt’s obligations in his r^ly to the President’s several messages. He there- 
fore asked me to give Stalin a message from him and explain to him 
orally the definite and plain reasons ior not wanting to go to Tehran, 
which were not based on personal desire but were fixed constitutionally. 
This was not a matto: of theory, he commented, but a question of fact. 

In his message to Stalin, the President said he was deeply disap- 
pdnted over the Marshal’s cable. He appreciated Stalin’s desire for daily 
contact with the Supreme Command, W be asked Stalin to appreciate 
his own obligations, which he outlined in detail. He said he could not go 
to Tehran, and the Cabinet and legislative leaders were in agreement with 
him on this point. 

He therefore suggested Basra, Iraq, instead. Stalin could run a special 
telephone wire from Tehran to Basra which would be controlled by Rus- 
sians and would still give him direct contact with Moscow. 

The President emphasized the fact that he was willing to go all the 
way from the United States to within six hundred miles of Russian terri- 
tory. He had to carry on a constitutional Government more than one 
hundred fifty years old. Were it not for this fact he would gladly go ten 
times the distance to meet Stalin. Future generations, be ccmcluded, would 
look upon it as a tragedy if a few himdred miles caused Stalin, Churchill, 
and himself to fail of meeting. 

I went over all these points with Stalin when I sat across a great beige 
table from him in the Kremlin on the afternoon of October 25. Ambassa- 
dor Harriman and Charles £. Bohlen were with me, while Molotov and 
an interpreter flanked Stalin. 

As I entered the Marshal’s large irfBce, he entered from another door, 
met me halfway and shook hands. He was very cordial and affable. He es- 
corted me to my seat at the table, and then sat opposite me, with his 
back to the wall. 

Our conversation began on perscmal notes. We exchanged views on 
how to plant wheat. I told Stalin about planting wheat six inches deep 
in Tenn^see, which seemed something new to him. We discussed rafting. 
I described how we had bound logs into rafts in Tennessee, using hickory 
walings. Stalin described how his people had bound rafts together with 
wnes. 
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I told StaUn of my pleasure at being in Moscow, which was in ful- 
fillment of a long-held desire to visit his coimtry. I said I had attended 
many international conferences in my life, but at none had I received 
greater hospitality and consideration than we had from our hosts, the 
Soviet Government, and particularly Molotov. Stalin rq>lied that he hs^d 
not expected to hear this comment. 

I remarked that one of the most important functions of the present 
conference was to lay the groundwork for a meeting between him.<a»lf^ 
President Roosevelt, and Prime Minister Giurchill, in which all my people 
and indeed all the peoples of the world who were engaged in the figTif 
against Nazism and Fascism were most vitally interested. I then handed 
Stalin the President’s communication concerning the place of meeting. 

Stalin, after reading the Russian translation, handed it to Molotov 
with the remark that it would be necessary to think about it and consult 
with his colleagues. Hie Foreign Commissar, after perusing it, said that 
important military operations were then in progress and that all the top 
civil and military authorities of the Soviet Government were of the 
unanimous opinion that Stalin should not absent himself at all, but in 
any event only to a place where direct and certain daily communications 
could be maintained. 

Stalin then suggested it might be best to postpone the meeting until 
^ring, at which time Fairbanks, Alaska, would be an appropriate place. 

I said that both the President and I felt very profoundly that the 
international situation called for this meeting, and its failure to occur 
would cause profound disappointment among all the Allied peoples since 
its effect would be to unify our three nations in ever increasing coopera- 
tion for the prosecution of the war and for collaboration in the postwar 
period. 

“If we should wait until the end of the war,” I said, “to formulate a 
basic foundation for a postwar international prc^ram, peoples in all the 
democracies win be scattered in every direction under every sort of 
discordant influence by various elements, groups, societies, and individuals. 
As a result, nothing vnll be more impossible at that belated stage than 
for a country like mine to pursue a suitable postwar program and rally 
and unite all essential forces in support of it This makes it all-important 
that we should realize the disastrous nature of the opposite course of 
postpomng everything imtil the military decition has been reached. If an 
oESdal in my country should now announce that he was qpposed to formu- 
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lating the fundamental policies for a postwar world until after the war is 
over, he would be thrown out of power overnight.” 

I added, however, that while both the President and I felt that the 
atuation called for serious consideration, we did not mean that it should 
take precedence over the proper conduct of the war. I said I had fdt a 
sense of relief when Stalin, after having read the Preadent’s communica- 
tion, stated it was a matter calling for deliberate consideration. I told him 
we were pr^ared to send to Basra qualified engineers to look after the 
practical arrangements, particularly communications. 

Stalin replied that there were very in?)ortant military operations in 
progress in the Soviet Union, and that the Soviet summer campaign was 
merging with the plans for the winter campaign. He said that from the 
military point of view it was an opportunity that might occur only once 
in fifty years to inflict a decisive defeat on the German Army, which at 
that time possessed very few reserves while the Soviet armies had ampli* 
reserves for a year’s operations. He said that obviously the Soviet Union 
could not expect to fight Germany every t«i years. It was therefore im- 
possible to let anything interfere with their taking advantage of this 
present opportunity which, he repeated, might occur only once in fifty 
years. He again said he would have to confer with his colleagues. 

I answered that I fully agreed vdth him as to the military dtuation 
but felt it would be possible from the Soviet viewpoint to ensure just as 
good communications between Baaa and Moscow as between Tdiran 
and Moscow, so as not to impair his direction of military operations. I said 
that I ventured to suggest that, on the information I had, all the Govern- 
ments and peoples of the Allied nations were awaiting this meeting with 
the keenest of expectation as an example of close cooperation among the 
Soviet Union, Great Britain, and the United States. I added that if it 
were possible, in addition to the announcement of such ^eements as we 
might reach at the present conference, to indicate a disposition on the 
part of the three heads of Government to meet within a reasonable time, 
these two announcements would electrify the peqples of all the United 
Nations afad correq>ondingly dishearten their enemies. 

Stalin interjected that he was not against the meeting in prindple. 

I rallied that I realized he was thinking merely of the immediate 
plans we were discussing. 

He emphasized' that on his part there was no question of stubborn- 
ness or prestige, but he was unable to understand why a delay of two 
days in the ddivery of state papers diould be so vital a matter, whereas 
13 
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a false step in military operations was not a grammatical error that could 
be subsequently corrected, but might cost tens of thousands of lives. So 
far as he was concerned, the difficulties at Basra related entirely to physi- 
cal arrangements, particularly communications. 

Stalin observed that he was not at all worried on the subject of pro- 
tection. He made this remark after Ambassador Harriman said that the 
heads of state could stay each in his own camp in the hills back of Basra, 
guarded by troops of his own nationality, and thus be assured of complete 
privacy and protection. 

Our conversation having lasted an hour — effectively a half-hour be- 
cause of the necessity for translation — and because the hour of the con- 
ference was approaching, I informed Stalin that, ance I was a pupil of 
Molotov’s, it was now time to go to class. The Marshal smiled and wished 
us luck. 

As the discussion ended, he rose and came around the table, shook 
hands, and said something in Russian. His interpreter was still sitting 
at the table finishing his notes, and Stalin’s words went out into thin air. 
The Marshal turned upon the interpreter and ^ke sharply to him, 
saying (Bohlen told me later) that an interpreter’s duty was to be alwa3rs 
at his elbow. I then learned that Stalin had been expressing his great 
pleasure in having seen me. 

I immediately informed the President of the substance of our con- 
versation. 

During a recess in the conference session that followed my meeting 
with Stalin, I buttonholed Molotov and reemphasized the arguments 1 
had presented to Stalin for a meeting of the three chiefs of state at Basra. 
Molotov asked me what were the programs of international cooperation 
1 bad said I thought should be settled now. 

I Treated to him the numerous proposals I had more than once 
stated to him since arriving In Moscow. These were: cooperation to pre- 
serve the i>eace permanently and to provide for the maximum of economic 
advantages and benefits to each cpuntry for the equal enjosmient of their 
respective peoples; to preserve world order under law so as to avoid 
international anarchy; to provide for relief ag^nst starvation in many 
nations immediately following as well as during the war; to provide for 
the postwar Gernmn situation; to deal with dependent peoples; and to 
deal with currency stabilization as a basis for suitable international trade 
and financial relaticms. 
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Molotov said that an agreement ^ould be reached on these programs. 
After some thought, he suddenly remarked: 

“Isolation was almost your country’s undoing, was it not, Mr. Secre- 
tary?” 

“Yes,” I replied, “it was. And isolation was almost your country’s 
undoing, was it not, Mr. Secretary?” 

Molotov smiled and admitted it was. 

“After the war,” I said, “you can follow isolationism if you want, 
and gobble up your neighbors. But that will be your undoing. When I was 
young I knew a bully in Tennessee. He used to get a few things his way 
by being a bully and bluffing other fellows. But he ended up by not hav- 
ing a friend in the world.” 

In the course of our conversation, Molotov brought up the question 
of Turkey’s entering the war. He made it very clear that Russia’s proposal 
was that the three Powers should “suggest” to Turkey that she come into 
' the war, but that this meant to suggest peremptorily — ^in other words, to 
command. I replied that this was a purely military matter that came 
within the province of the President and the chiefs of staff. 

At the session that afternoon we agreed on a declaration concerning 
Austria which had been introduced by Eden. This stated that the three 
Powers regarded the annexation imposed upon Austria by Germany on 
March 15, 1938, as null and void, and that they did not consider them- 
selves bound by any dianges effected in Austria ^ce that date. Austria 
should be reestablished as a free and independent country, and the way 
thereby opened for the Austrian pe(^le themselves, as well as those neigh- 
boring states that would be faced with similar proDlems, to find that 
political and economic security which was the only basis for lasting peace. 

Austria was reminded, however, that die had a responsibility that 
die could not evade for participation in the war on the side of Hitlerite 
Germany, and that in the final settlement eiccount would inevitably be 
taken of her own contribution to her liberation. 

We next agreed to inform one another immediately of any peace 
feelers that any of us might receive from the Government of or any 
groups or individuals in a country with which any of us were at war. We 
also agreed that the three Governments would consult together so as to 
concert their action in regard to such approaches. 

Molotov interrupted this sesdon to announce the Soviet Army’s 
capture of Dnqiropetrovsk. The great Russian counteroffaisive of the 
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autumn of 1943 was now in full swing, and from time to time Molotov 
dramatically communicated to us new successes of the Red Army. 

The question of confederation of the smaller European nations, with 
particular reference to the Danubian area, came up for discussion at the 
following session, October 26, on the basis of a proposal sanctioning such 
confederations, submitted by Edai. The British had previously submitted 
this to .us, but we had refused to go along with their view. The questicm 
was a concrete one in view of the efforts of some of the small United 
Nations to join tc^ether, politically or economically, after the war. 

I said at the session that my Government believed that the first step 
we should take was to agree upon a broad set of principles capable of 
world-wide application which woidd then guide our three countries in 
our consideration of sepai^te and specific questions, of which the British 
proposal was one. I had in mind the Pan American principles of coopera- 
tion applied on a world-wide scale. My Government, I added, had not 
sought to select any particular area or problem for special consideration* 
before the general principles were agreed on, and I perscmally felt very 
strongly that the only orderly and reasonable approach to the entire topic 
of international collaboration and the creation of a stable and lasting 
basis for world peace was to take the general questions first. 

Cpnnected with this issue was another proposal on the agenda, also 
introduced by Eden, that the three Governments state their opinion in 
favor of joint responsibility for Europe as against s^arate areas of 
re^onsibility. 

On this point I said that my Government vary much hoped that no 
decision would be taken at this conference in favor of separate areas of 
responsibility or zones of influence. 

Eden likewise opposed the principle of s^arate areas of respona- 
bQify. 

Molotov said he knew of no reason to believe that the Soviet Gov- 
ernment would be interested in separate zones or inheres of influence, and 
he could guarantee that there was no disposition on the part of his Gov- 
ernment to divide Europe into such separate zones. 

Molotov read a statement that emphatically criticized the idea of 
planning federations of small nations at this time. Bffs Govemmmt con- 
Mdered the active consideration or encouragement of such schemes as 
premature and evaa harmful, not only to the interests of the small coun- 
tries but also to the general question of Eur<^ean stability. Some of the 
plans for federations, he said, reminded the Soviet people of the policy 
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of, the “cordon sanitaire” directed in previous years against the Soviet 
Union. 

Eden said it was hardly necessary to state that his Govemmrait was 
not interested in creating a “cordon sanitaire” against the Soviet Union 
but was very much interested in creating one against Germany. There 
was great force in Molotov’s statement, he added, and he would not 
therefore insist. 

I said that my Government had for some years consistently upheld 
the right of small nations to take such measures as they considered de- 
sirable for the welfare of their people, particularly in the economic sphere, 
provided such measures did not affect the larger questions of peace and 
security. 

The Four-Nation Declaration, agreeing upon the establishment of 
a world organization after the war, came up for further discusaon at this 
session, and I again brought up the question of China, which had been 
left open. 

Molotov now said he had no objection to the inclusion of China as 
an original signatory, but, since he was most anxious to have the Declara- 
tion announced before the conference broke up, he doubted whether the 
Chinese Ambassador here could receive the necessary powers in time. I 
had been wrestling with Russia for some days over this question, and 1 
felt that she was really against the admission of China and therefore 
sought to postpone any action. 

I volunteered to communicate the text of the Declaration as it now 
stood to the Chinese Government, saying I was convinced that the neces- 
sary powers would be forthcoming to the Chinese Ambassador before the 
end of the conference. The conference thereupon authorized me to do so. 

Molotov wanted darihcation of the clause in the Declaration pro- 
viding that none of the signatories would use its armed forces within the 
territory of another state exc^t for the purposes envisaged by the 
Declaration. I replied that this article was in the nature of a self-denying 
act on the part of the large nations to allay the suspicions of the smaller 
countries in regard to the use of superior force. 

Molotov inquired whether this would apply to the establishment of 
naval and air bases that might result from agreements between one of 
the signatories and smaller states. 

Eden said bis Government believed it inconceivable that any of the 
powers represented at the conference would use their armed f(»ces or 
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establish bases in the territory of other states excq)t for the purposes en- 
visaged by the Declaration. 

Molotov inquired whether this article would require prior consulta- 
tion among the signatories before one of them could conclude an agree- 
ment with any other country for the establishment of bases within the 
territory of the latter. 

I asked Molotov what he had in mind precisely in regard to the 
article. 

Molotov replied he wanted to be sure that, in connection with this 
clause, no obstacles to the future collaboration of oinr three Governments 
might result from agreements that one of the three might have with 
other countries for mutual assistance and the establishment of bases. 

1 said I thought that this article could not be taken apart from the 
rest of the Declaration. The purpose of the Declaration was clearly set 
forth in all its articles. It was designed to ensure that the signatories 
would act together in matters relating to the surrender and disarmament 
of our retentive enemies. Such measures would be taken as might be 
necessary to ensure observance of the terms of surrender and the other 
aims set forth in the Declaration. In addition the Declaration consisted 
of a general set of principles dealing with the whole approach to the 
question of international collaboration and every consideration was suffi- 
ciaatly taken care of in the text. 

Molotov said he was satisfied with this e:q>lanation. 

Later on he pressed that a resolution be adopted that the three 
powers appoint representatives to a committee that would work out jointly 
the preliminary questions connected with the establishment of the gen- 
eral international organization called for by the Declaration. This com- 
mittee could meet in any one of the three capitals and, if necessary, other 
members of the United Nations could be invited to participate. 

I immediately replied that this was a very practical step. I thou^t 
that the best results, however, would be obtained by having the work of 
the committee informal and by not associating other members of the 
United Nations with it in the early stages since that mi^t lead only to 
rivalries and jealouties. 

Eventually we s^eed that a commission such as Molotov proposed 
mi^t give rise to difficulties. It would attract undue publicity, and dis- 
sention mi^t follow the inevitable efforts of other nations and groups to 
secure representation on it. We felt that the same results could be achieved 
by less formal methods. We agreed that exchanges of views be carried 
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on through representatives of the three powers, in the first instance in 
Washington and also in London and Moscow. 

Immediately after the meeting of October 26, I communicated the 
text of the Four-Nation Declaration to the Chinese Ambassador in Mos- 
cow, Foo Ping-sheung. I told him pretty strongly that his Government 
should immediately seize this opportunity which my insistence had made 
available to them, and give a quick reply so that he could sign the 
Declaration before the conference ended. Knowing that the Ambassador’s 
communications with his capital were slow, I cabled full information to 
-the State Department with instructions to forward it to our Ambassador 
at Chungking, Clarence E. Gauss, so that he would take it up with the 
rhitipsp Government and let me have their reaction. 

After some discusaon of the memorandum which the British and 
ourselves presented on the subject of civil affairs in France when that 
country should be invaded, the conference decided to refer this to the 
Eurcpean Advisory Commission for further study. This was the memoran- 
dum approved by the President on October 6, which I outlined in a pre- 
vious chapter. 

I communicated to the conference on October 28 the Presidait’s reply 
to Molotov’s proposals concerning Turkey and Sweden. The answer, to 
which Britain also agreed, was in the negative on both points. 

We said we did not consider it advisable at this time to induce 
Turkey to declare war. We were straining our resources for building up 
the invasion of northern France and supporting the Italian offensive. We 
proposed, as an alternative, that inquiries be made of the Turkish Gov- 
ernment for the lease of air bases and transportation facilities. 

As for Sweden, we felt that a ^tem of air bases should not be re- 
quested at this time because this would require Allied defending forces 
that we could not afford to divert from the cross-Channel operation. We 
recognized that the use of Swedish facilities would be valuable for the 
emergency landing and refueling of planes that penetrated deep into 
northeast Germany and German-held territory. We therefore suggested 
that we give consideration, at a later date, to seeking this privilege which 
could then be expanded as circumstances permitted. 

The conference agreed that the three countries should continue to 
study the problem of Turkey and Sweden. 

On the same day I presented the President’s reply to Molotov’s 
request for Italian warships and merchantmen. Mr. Roosevelt had pre- 
viously sent me a cable stating his willingness to hand over to the Rus- 
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sians one-third of all the Italian ships. I did not feel, however, that the 
situation had been made clear to him, and held up presenting this cable 
until I could have further confirmation. It seemed to us that giving the 
Russians one-third of the Italian ships at this time would be hopelessly 
discouraging to whatever Italian effort was now to be made on our side 
in the war, and, moreover, the Italian ships were now being usefully em- 
ployed in the Mediterranean under American and British direction, with 
Italian crews, and might latfer be useful in the Pacific. The President 
quickly appreciated this view and cabled me accordingly. 

I informed Molotov that the President had advised me of his desire 
that the Italian naval and merchant vessels in the hands of the Allies 
should be utilized where they could be most effectively employed in the 
Allied cause, without final transfer of title to any of us at the present 
time. Further discussion should Se hdld between the staffs of our three 
Governments, or perhaps by the heads of the Governments. I said I 
would present the Soviet views in detail to the President on my return to 
Washington. 

Molotov expressed some resentment at this answer, which reaction 
I communicated to the President. He replied on October 30 that the ships 
should be used to prosecute the war against our enemies, and the final 
determination of what would become of them should be made at the 
Peace Conference. 

The American delegation, through Major General Deane, had made 
three proposals of a military nature to the conference. One was that the 
U.S.S.R. should make bases available for British and American aircraft so 
that shuttle bombing of industrial Germany could be Carried out. A sec- 
ond was that more effective mutual interchange of weather information be 
agreed to, and, toward this end, communication facilities between the 
United States and the Soviet Union should be strengthened. The third 
was that air communication between the two countries be improved. I took 
up this last point myself with Molotov with much vigor. 

Molotdv informed us that the U.S.S.R. agreed to our proposals in 
principle, and that the appropriate Soviet authorities would be given 
instructions to work them out. 

The President cabled me on October z8: *T am made very happy by 
your splendid achievement in putting things through. I know the China 
part of it was due to your personal insistence.” 

The President Inform^ me he expected to ^^turn up” in North Africa 
shortly and would have to leave Washington by November 9. (This was 
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for his meeting with Churdiill and Qiiang Kai-shek at Cairo.) He said he 
hoped I could maintain my original schedule of getting back by Novem- 
ber 7 because it was imperative that he and 1 ^ould talk before he left. 

He suggested that, if Stalin found it impossible to meet him, the 
Ttfnrchfll should fly as far as Basra even for one day. This was of supreme 
importance. The rest of the time, the President hoped, Stalin would let 
Molotov sit in with Churchill and him. 

I replied to the President on the following day that I had be«i kept 
in Moscow longer than I espected, and would be glad to meet him on the 
Wae fAm side of the Atlantic. I said there were increasing indications that 
Stalin would not go beyond Tehran, and I doubted serioui^y whether 
Molotov, not being a military man, would be sent as a substitute. 

Two days later I was forced to cable the President that four mem- 
bers of my party had contracted malignant malaria on the way to Moscow 
and could not return, and 1 did not think it advisable for me to be ex- 
posed to malaria, dysentery, and the like while waiting for him in North 
Africa because I had had no vaccinations or immunizations. The Preri- 
dent agreed to postpone his d^arture and meet me in the United States. 
I thereupon cabled that I would fly the South Atlantic rather than take 
the cruiser. 

The conference on October 29 took up a series of economic recom- 
mendations I had distributed to Molotov and Eden several days befmre. 
These concerned cooperation in the repair of damage in the U.S.S.R.; 
joint action for assistance to other countries; collaboration on matters 
such as food and agriculture, transport and communications, finance and 
trade, and the International Labor Office; and the question of reparations. 

On the first point, damage in the U.S.S.R., we suggested that con- 
versations begin between the Soviet Government and the American Em- 
bassy in Moscow to work out the magnitude and character of the material 
and equipment needed by the Russians to repair the ravage caused by the 
Germans. This was agreed to. 

On the second point, aid to other coimtri^, we suggested the setting 
up of an international lending agency to supplement private and govern- 
mental lending facilities. This was held for further study. 

As the third point, we presented a long summary of our thinking on 
international economics. I made it dear that this was not to be taken as 
a formal prcposal but as the basis for further thought and discussion. I 
ronarked that I recalled very dearly the insuffident pr^aration on eco- 
nomic matters at the time of the Versailles Conference and the incal- 
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culable hann the world suffered as a result of the inadequate treatment of 
economic problems after the last war. I wished to ensure that this tin^ ^ 
these questions should be considered in good time. 

We proposed an international agreement to lay down the rules and 
principles that should govern trade relations between nations. The nations 
would abandon preferences and discriminations, reduce trade barriers and 
refrain from export dumping practices. The agreement would be so drawn 
as to enable a state (like Russia) whose trade was c<mducted by the Gov- 
ernment, to adhere on an equitable basis. 

We proposed the orderly regulation, and ultimately the elimination, 
of arrangements, public or private, to restrict production and trade in in- 
dividual commodities. This included international cartels. > 

We suggested the establishment of an international commission to 
develop the work that had beai well carried on by the International Labor 
Organization toward the improvement of labor standards and conditions. 

The conference agreed that the three Governments would consider 
these suggestions and exchange ideas among themselvte. Molotov said he 
could state that his Government viewed these principles with favor. 

On the point of reparations, we stated certain principles. Reparations 
should be imposed on Germany to the extent that they might contribute 
to strengthening the postwar world economic and political order. They 
should be in terms of goods and services, not money. They ^ould be dis- 
tributed in proportion to the losses of nonmilitary property suffered 
through German action. They should be limited to a period coinciding 
with the time required for the first stage of European reconstruction. They 
should not be relied on as a major instrumoit of control over Germany’s 
military power. A Conunission on German Reparations should be created, 
composed initially of representatives of the three Powers, with provision 
for the representation of other interested Governments. 

The conference decided that this document diould be further dis- 
cussed by the three Governments. 

I now brought up for discussion the proposed Declaration by the 
United Nations dealing with dependent peqjles — the inhabitants of colo- 
nies and mandates — and proclaiming the necessity to lead them gradually 
to a condition of independence. This was the document we had prq)ared 
at the State Department and had given Eden at the time of his visit to 
the United States in March. 

In the conference my associates and I and Admiral Leahy had with 
the President on October 6,. just prior to my d^artuie fm: Moscow, Mr. 
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Roosevelt lia 3 said we ought to lay great stress on the possibilities of the 
trusteeship idea and apply it widely to all sorts of situations. The areas he 
mentioned ranged from the Baltic to Ascension Idand in the South At- 
lantic and to Hoi^ Kong. He said the draft declaration we had prepared 
offered great possibilities, e^pedally as concerned its inspection and pub- 
licity features, which would be powerful means of inducing colonial powers 
to devel(^ t heir colonies for the good of the dq)endent peoples themselves 
and of the world. 

TMerij however, had written me a note saying that, in general, his 
Government could not agree with our document. Nevertheless I distributed 
it at the conference solely to give the conferees an idea of our position. 

When I brought this before the conference on October 29, I said it 
was what we conadered desirable policy, but I realized there was not suf- 
ficient time for the conference to consider it. 

Eden said be was not prepared to discuss the question, but he could 
state that his Government was not in agreement with the views set forth 
in my paper. 

Molotov smd he felt that the question of dependent peoples ^ould 
receive further study and that his Government attached great importance 
to it. 

Although nothing was done at the Moscow Conference about the 
declaration on dependent {ieoples, nevertheless the discussions among the 
three Governments concerning it continued, and the bases were laid for 
what later became the trusteeship system under the United Nations. 

Relations between the Soviet Union and Poland came up for discus- 
sion at this session. Eden had come to see me on October 24 to request my 
support in bringing pressure on Molotov to restore diplomatic relations 
between the U.S.S.R. and Poland. I said I considered this more of a Brit- 
ish problem because of Britain’s treaty relationships with Poland, but I 
agreed that, when Eden opened the discusaon by indicating that the break 
in relations between the Soviet and Polish Governments was a breach in 
United Nations solidarity, I would take the floor to expl^iin tnat friendly 
relations existed between the United States and the Polish Governments, 
paralleling similar relations with the Soviet Government, and to express 
the strong hope that the Soviet Government would reestablish relations. 

Eden made an ample statement when the question came up at the 
conference. I said that, when two neighbors fell out, the other neighbors, 
without going into the causes or merits of the dilute, were entitled to ex- 
press the hcpe that these differences oiuld be patched up. 



1306 


IHE UEMOXeS OF COSDEIX HDU, 


Molotov said that the Soviet Government desired to see an ind^iend- 
ent Poland and was prepared to help it, provided there was a Polish Gov- 
ernment friendly to the Soviet Union. Considerable discussion followed, 
with Eden and myself warmly urging a resumption of diplomatic rdalions, 
but no agreement was reached. 

Molotov came to my room at the Embassy that evening during the 
course of a reception given by Ambassador Harriman which, -in keeping 
with my desire to shun social events during the conference, I did not at- 
tend. I brought up with him two points that 1 fdt might continue to dis- 
turb relations between our two countries. 

One was the terrific campaign conducted by a pwtion of the Russian 
and American press over the second front. Iliis campaign had begun in 
1942, and, regardless of our degree of preparation or of the plans of the 
combined chiefs of staff, its proponents insisted on an immediate second 
front so as to relieve the pressure on Russia. I said this was calculated to 
create serious friction between our countries in the future and might 
handicap the fine movement launched at this conference. 

Molotov seemed interested in my views and did not undertake to 
argue in a contrary direction. 

The second point was that the public of other countries was steadily 
getting the impression that Stalin did not desire to go to meetings away 
from home but preferred to remain at home as in the past. I suggested 
that if the Marshal could see his way dear at the end of the conference 
strongly to approve- its work and at the same time to say he was thor- 
oughly agreeable to meeting Churchill and Roosevdt at pomts abroad — 
and if he could then go to the Roosevelt-Churchill meeting — ^the effect of 
this, combined with the Moscow Conference, would be world-wide and 
tremendous. 

Molotov again emphasized the view that most people, induding our- 
selves, did not give Stalin full credit for the true significance of the mili- 
tary emergendes and their effect on his own mdvemmits. 

At the last session of the conference, hdd the following day, October 
30, we three foreign ministers and the Chinese Ambassador signed the 
Four-Nation Declaration. Ambassador Foo Ping-sheung had recdved his 
full powers' in good time. The State Department had forwarded to me on 
October 28 a message from Ambassador Gauss stating that the Chinese 
Fordgn Office was tdegraphing full powers to the Chinese Ambassador 
to dgn and to '‘express the thernks of tire Chinese Government to Mr. Hull 
for what he had done for China in ths connection.” 
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I was truly thrilled as I the signatures affixed. Now there was 
no longer any doubt that an international organization to keep the peace, 
by force if necessary, would" be set up after the war. As I signed, I could 
not but recall my long personal battles on behalf of the old League of 
Nations. Now it was probable that the United States would be a member 
of a new security organization. It was equally probable that the Soviet 
Union would be one of the principal members. And China, too, would 
be one of the charter members by virtue of her signature of the Four- 
Nation Declaration. Had I not persisted in the effort to get China in 
as one of the original signatories, her claim to permanent member^ip on 
the Security Council of the United Nations would not have been so solid. 

As Soviet newsreel cameramen took motion pictures of the signing of 
the Four-Nation Declaration, I could not help feeling that they were 
recording an historic event. 



94 : Stalin Against Japan 


THE CATHERINE THE GREAT HALL of the Kremlin was 
the scene of a banquet given to the delegations by Mar^al Stalin on the 
night of the last day of the conference, October 30. This was' the first 
social event of the conference I attended. Immediately on arriving in 
Moscow, I had told Molotov that in my state of health I could not com- 
bine social activity and work. At the beginning he did not seem to believe 
me and pressed upon me invitations to the theater and to other gala 
functions. When I persisted in my refusal he seemed impressed, and I was 
later told that this emphasized to him the intensity of purpose I had in 
traveling all the way to Moscow in my .uncertain health so as to help lay 
the foundations for a better postwar world. 

I was seated at Stalin’s right. This gave me a wonderful opportunity 
to talk to him during the long dinner and the entertainment that followed. 
I utilized it to the utmost in an effort to discuss our relations and future, 
knowing this wotdd be the last chance I would have before leaving Mos- 
cow. I approached him somewhat in circles to draw him out. 

Stalin was in a most agreeable state of mind. No matter what subject 
was discussed, be seemed to overlook nothing that might make clearer my 
understanding of his situation, present and protective. He opened the 
conversation by saying: “You have had a successful conference.” I at once 
replied that the credit was entirely his, that he had authorized his great 
country to take the decisive step of joining with Great Britain and the 
United States in a world program based on cooperation. This seemed to 
please him. Throughout the conversation he expressed himself as un- 
qualifiedly for a broad program of international cooperation— military, 
political, and economic — for peace. 

In the strongest way possible I presented to Stalin all the considera- 
tions calling for his joining in personal cooperation and leadership with 
the President and the Prime Minister. As for meeting them at Basra, 
however, he definitely stated his conclusion that he could not leave his 
militaiy-emergency situation at present. He said we should give him credit 
for being sincere in this regard. 

He then said he would send Molotov in his stead, since under the 
Soviet law Molotov was his duly constituted second-ranking man in the 
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Government, designated to take his place when he himself might be 
absent. He asked what I thought of this idea. 

I promptly replied that, of course, if he should find it absolutely 
impossible to go, Molotov would make a good representative. But in the 
minds of the President and myself, the main point was that, if Stalin 
himself were to go, it would have a tremendous psychological effect that 
would extend throughout the world. I said I desired still to plead with 
him to go himself if at all possible. 

I got nowhere with this. His conclusion seemed to be final. I inferred 
that he had talked this over with his advisers and they felt that the time 
had not yet come when either the military situation or the necessity for a 
conference was such as to warrant his leaving. I decided to press the 
point no further, since to do so might hurt rather than help our purposes. 

But I did say that he and the people of Russia had a tremendous 
prestige in many parts of the world, and there was an extremely com- 
pelling need for leadership such as he, in conjunction with President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill, could offer. I remarked that he 
had no idea how great was his prestige in the world and therefore how 
necessary it was for him to exert leadership without delay, and that failure 
to do so would be serious and damag ing 

“Through all past history,” I said, “more than three-fourths of the 
human race until very recently have simply had to have leadership. Real 
leaders appear in the world only every one or two centuries. You yourself 
have danonstrated that leadership both at home and abroad, and you have 
a responsibility to exercise it in this stage of the gravest possible world 
CTisis by immediately aj^earing out in the world in close conjunction with 
President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill.” 

He agreed that I was correct about the course of human affairs in the 
past and about the need for leadership now, but made no further response 
about meeting Roosevelt and Churchill. 

Then, however, he did make a statement of transcendent importance. 
He astonished and delighted me by saying clearly and unequivocally 
when the Allies succeeded in defeating Germany, the Soviet Union would 
then join in defeating Japan. 

Stalin had brought up this subject entirely on his own, althou^ he 
may have had in mind the conversations I had had on this subject with 
Ambassador Litvinov. He finished by saying that I could inform President 
Roosevelt of this in the strictest confidence. I thanked him heartily. 
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The Mardial’s statement of his decision was forthright. He made it 
emphatically, it was entirely unsolicited, and he asked nothing in return. 

At the Yalta Conference in February, 1945, Stalin made this somp 
promise to the President in writing, but then only as a result of the Resi- 
dent’s agreement to numerous territorial concessions to the Soviet Union 
in Asia, including the Kurile Islands and part of Sakhalin Island. I had 
resigned in November, 1944, hence do not know what changed situation 
might have rendered these concessions necessary— but when Stalin made 
his promise to me, for transmission to the President, it had no strings 
attached to it. 

Later in the evening Stalin said the Soviet Union was not for isola- 
tion. I emphasized the soundness of that view by pointing out that isola- 
tion had almost ruined my country and his. 

The Marshal stressed the necessity for collaboration and cooperation 
between the United States and Russia in the most S3nnpathetic manner. 
I replied that this was a wonderful program to be carried out, that our 
two peoples were very much alike in many respects, that each was a great 
people, and that there need be no serious difficulty at all in promoting 
close understanding, trust and friendship — and, based on these, a spirit of 
cooperation — ^to all of which he agreed. 

I concluded that patience on the part of both coimtries, and especially 
of their leaders in key positions, would be necessary in dealing with a 
mistake made here and there, and with intemperate individuals who would 
try to give trouble in both <»tmtries. 

During the dinner iimumerable toasts were drunk. Stalin and I drank 
them in red wine, though many of the guests preferred vodka. Geno'al 
Deane stole the i^ow whmi, in answer to Stalin’s toast to the American 
armed forces, he offered a toast to the day when American and Briti^ 
forces would meet Russian forces in Berlin. Stalin rose from his chair 
beside me and paid Deane alone the hi^ honor of walking around the 
table to clink glasses with him. 

■When we left thd dinner table Stalin led me and' two or three others 
to an adjoining room for a few minutes before going to another room for a 
motion picture. He proceeded on his own initiative to speak in the most 
sarcastic terms about reports circulated in the past that the Soviet Union 
and Germany might agree on a separate peace. I remarked that any person 
who knew the Russian people and their relation to Germany in this war 
knew they would not make a separate peace with Germany. To this he 
heartQy subscribed. 
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Our hosts then exhibited to us a motion picture depicting the bitter 
fight, of Red partisans against the treacherous Japanese in Siberia during 
the revolutionary period of 1918. The film had been produced in 193S, 
and, when publicly shown in Moscow, had evoked a strong protest from 
the Japanese Ambassador. There was now no attempt to conceal from us 
the purpose behind the selection of this film. Coming so shortly after 
Stalin’s statement to me that the Soviet Union would join in the fight 
against Japan, it had double significance. 

A concert followed the movie, and 1 stayed to the end, which was 
around two o’clock in the morning — ^this despite the fact that we were 
due to takft off for home at five in the morning. Stalin seemed pleased that 
I remained for the concert, given by the most celebrated Russian mu- 
sicians. 

I had an impressive experience with Stalin ns we parted. After the 
usual expressions of leave-taking, he shook hands with me and said 
“Goodbye” in Russian. Then after walking three or four steps away from 
me, he suddenly turned and walked back and shook hands a second time 
to a rather protracted extent, but without saying a word. Then, with 
serious demeanor, he turned and walked away. I thought to myself that 
any American having Stalin’s personality and approach might well reach 
high public office in my own country. 

After I returned to the Embassy 1 sent the President two messages. 
The information Stalin had given me on his decision regarding Japan I 
regarded as so secret that I sent one-half of it' to the President over the 
Navy code and the other half over the Army code. Believing that the 
British Foreign Office was more disposed to give out important informa- 
tion than I sometimes thought wise, I left to the Presidefit the matter of 
passing this infmmation on to Churchill alone. 

As for the projected Roosevelt-Stalin-Churchill meeting, I informed 
the President that Stalin acted and talked apparently 100 per cent in favcn: 
of the new forward movement of international cooperation in every way 
which the Four-Nation Declaration proclaimed, yet at the same time he 
was at prewnt unyielding about attending a meeting with the President 
and the Prime Minister at any place beyond Tehran. As the deadlock 
between the President and Stalin continued, I sou^t by implication to get 
Mr. Roosevelt’s mind^turned a little more favorably toward Tehran since 
I had become convinced that Stalin would not go to Basra. In due course 
the President agreed. 

Weather conditions prevented our taking off, as planned, at dawn on 
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October 31, and actually it was not until November 3 that we were able to 
get away. Even then the Russians were averse to our leaving, but our 
pilots thought it could be done. 

During this period Eden came to me twice on the question of getting 
air bases in Turkey. The British had landed forces on the Italian island of 
Leros, one of the Dodecanese group, but were endangered by German 
counterattacks. Bases in Turkey would help. Also, Churchill wanted the 
Turks to allow British submarines and merchant vessels to pass through 
the Dardanelles. Eden wanted my concurrence to his taking the question 
up with Molotov, which I gave. 

Molotov at first objected because he felt this was a mild move and 
he wanted the three powers to go all out in bringing pressure on Turkey 
to come into the war as a full-scale belligerent. They compromised, how- 
ever, on an agreement that Eden would make a request of Turkey for the 
immediate use of air bases, while Britain and Russia would join at a later 
date in requesting Turkey’s entry into the war before the end of the year. 

Molotov asked Eden to discuss with me whether the United States 
would make this a tripartite agreement, to be listed as one of the under- 
standings of the conference. I replied that I was not authorized to discuss 
military matters and therefore could not take this step. Eden said he was 
sure Molotov would be satisfied with the bilateral agreement between 
Russia and Britain. The agreement was duly signed November i. Eden 
was to see the Turkish Government on bis way back to London. 

When the Chinese Ambassador to the Soviet Union called on me on 
November i to thank me again for what our Government had done for 
China during the conference, I made it clear to him that neither my asso- 
ciates nor I had intimated an3dhing to the press about China’s difficulties 
in being permitted to become one of the original signatories of the Four- 
Nation Declaration. The Ambassador said he had cautioned his Govern- 
ment to say nothing about it, although he had given Chiang Kai-^ek the 
facts as to just what had occurred. 

I said to the Ambassador that throughout the conference all Russian 
officials had been exceedingly cordial and that, when matters of difference 
wefe under discusaon, they had talked them out with us in a thorou^y 
agreeable spirit. 

“This,” I said, “is a splendid state of mind with whidi to launch our 
great forward movement of international cooperation, with RusMa for the 
first time a full-fledged member of it without reservations of any kind. All 
signs indicate that Mr. Stalin and his Government are opposed to isolation 
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and are wholeheartedly in favor of the movement of international coopera- 
tion launched by this conference, with Russia as a full partner with the 
United States, Great Britain, and China,” 

As I boarded the plane for home, I felt very strongly that great things 
had been accomplished at Moscow. We had agreed on the creation of the 
international organization that became the United Nations. Russia agreed 
to be a member of that organization and to work closely "with the Western 
Powers in many other respects. We had agreed on a policy toward Italy 
and toward Austria. We had created the European Advisory Commission 
and the Advisory Council for Italy, We had exchanged numerous ideas on 
the postwar treatment of Germany, on our attitudes toward France, and 
on the economic policies to pursue after the war. And, apart from the 
conference, Stalin had agreed to enter the war against Japan, once Hitler 
was defeated. 

Russia, moreover, never once raised the question that had disturbed 
us the previous year, namely, the settlement at this time of postwar 
frontiers. 

Our flight home, by way of Tehran, Cairo, Algiers, Marrakesh, 
Dakar, Fortaleza (Brazil), and Puerto Rico, was without incident. As we 
neared Brazil we ran into a tropical front and had two hours of very rough 
flying which embarrassed some of the party but did not seem to affect me. 
At various stops I exchanged cables with the President and learned with 
delight his decision to meet with Stalin at Tehran. He arranged a White 
House conference between us on the morning of November ii, the day 
after my scheduled arrival. The State Department sent me long cables 
containing splendid press reaction to the achievements of the Moscow 
Conference, which meantime had been announced through a joint com- 
munique issued at the close of the conference. 

When we arrived at the Washington airport on November 10, there 
to meet us was the President. With him was a delegation from Congress. 

Both on the way to the White House and in our conversation the 
following morning, I ran over the high lights of the Moscow Conference 
for the President. There was really little to tell him, however, in addition 
to the ample information I had cabled him as the conference progressed. 
He was more interested in discussing the forthcoming conferences at Cairo 
and at Tehran. He was looking forward to his meeting with Stalin with 
the enthusiasm of a boy, and he was particularly anxious to get my per- 
sonal impressions of the Marshal. A few hours later the President was on 
his way to these historic meetings. 
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On my arrival in Washington, I was gratified to see the text of the 
speech Prime Minister Churchill made at the Lord Mayor’s banquet m 
London the' day before, in which he said: 

“There is no doubt that the full and frank discussion between the 
three Foreign Ministers, Mr. Molotov, Mr. Eden, and that gallant old 
eagle Mr. Hull, who flew far on strong wings, has had the effect of mating 
our Russian friends feel as they have never felt before, that it is the 
heartfelt wish of the British and American nations to fight the war out 
with them in loyal alliance and afterward to work with them on the basis 
of mutual respect and faithful comradeship in the resettlement and re- 
building of this distracted, tormented world.” 

I was invited by both Houses of Congress to address them in joint 
session and state the results of the Moscow Conference in relajtion to the 
world situation. This was the first time in our history that a Secretary of 
State addressed a joint session of Congress. 

Already Congress had put itself formally and emphatically on record 
as favoring United States participation in a world organization to maintain 
the peace. While I was en route home from Moscow, the Senate, on No- 
vember s, passed the Connally resolution. This resolved “that the United 
States, acting through its constitutional parocesses, join with free and sov- 
ereign nations in the establishment and maintenance of international 
authority with power to prevent aggression and to preserve the peace of 
the world.” Coming a few weeks after the passage of the Fulbright reso- 
lution in the House of Representatives, it solidified Congress behind the 
decisions we had taken at Moscow. Knowing the importance of this reso- 
lution, I had had the Dspartment keep me daily informed oi the debate 
on it in the Senate. 

I had never felt in better voice than vdien I i^ke to the joint session 
of Congress on November 18. Attention seemed rapt. 

“From the outset,” I said, “the dominant thou^t at the conference 
was that, after the attsunment of victory, cooperaticm among peace-loving 
nations in support of certain paramount mutual interests will be almost 
as compelling in importance and necessity as it is today in sup^rt of the 
war effort.” I pointed out that, although we reached important agreements, 
there were no secret agreemeiats and none had been suggested. 

Analyzing the achievements of the conference, particularly the Four- 
Nation Declaration, I said: “As the provisions of the Four-Nation Declara- 
tion are carried into effect, there will no longer be need for sp>heres of 
infl u ence, for alliances, for balance of p>ower, or any other of the snecial 
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arrangements through which, in the unhappy past, the nations strove to 
safeguard their security or to promote their interests.” 

The question of boundaries, I said, had, by its very nature, to be left 
in abeynnce until the termination of hostilities. This was in accordance 
with the position maintained for some time by our Government. 

“Of supreme importance,” I pointed out, “is the fact that at the con- 
ference the whole ^irit of international cooperation, now and after the' 
war, was revitalized and giv« practical expression. The cmiference thus 
launched a forward movement which, I am firmly convinced, wDl steadily 
extend in scope and effectiveness. Within the framework of that move- 
ment, in the atmosphere of mutual understanding and confidence which 
made possible its beginning in Moscow, many of the problems which are 
difficult today will, as time goes on, undoubtedly become more possible 
of satisfactory solution through frank and friendly discussion.” 

I paid warm tribute to the thorough cooperation and high abilities 
of Molotov and Eden. Of Stalin I said: “I found in Marshal Stalin a 
remarkable personality, one of the great statesmen and leaders of this age.” 

I likewise paid heartfelt tribute to Congress’s having put itself on 
record as favoring our participation in a world organization, saying that, 
as an American, I was proud of the breadth and height of vision and 
statesmanship that Congress had thereby demonstrated. 

Amid the heartening acclaim over the results of the Moscow Confer- 
mice, I had one disappointment — ^the antagonism of the Polish press in 
the United States and Britain over the fact that Eden and I had not 
required Molotov to come to an agreement with Poland. We had gone to 
Moscow primarily to reach an agreement with Russia and ourselves, not 
an agreement between Russia and Poland, but a large segment of the 
Polish press thought the Moscow Conference a failure because we had not 
succeeded on the point that seemed to interest it most. 

I took this up with' Polish Ambassador Ciechanowski when he came 
to see me on the day following my address to Congress. Before giving him 
a chance to talk, I said in a friendly manner that, on my return I deeply 
regretted leaning of Polish attacks on the Four-Nation Declaration. This 
Declaration, I said, meant everything to Poland in the future, and I 
brought this out clearly by reciting the provisions of the Declaration. 

“At Moscow,” I said, “I emphasized and reemphasized my friendly 
mid earnest interest in Poland and urged Molotov to find a basis for re- 
establishing diplomatic relations between the two countries. It is only 
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through this course of friendly discussion and conference that we can 
possibly get Polish and Russian difficulties worked out.” 

Ambassador Ciechanowski handed me a telegram from Polish Premier 
Stanislaw Mikolajczyk to the President stating that he was anxious to 
submit to Mr. Roosevelt personally and verbally certain suggestions, and 
was ready to undertake the necessary journey at any time and in complete 
secrecy. In presenting this to me, Ambassador Ciechanowski indicated 
that President Mikolajczyk wished to join the President and Churchill, 
who were then in North Africa prior to the Tehran meeting. 

The Ambassador also gave me a memorandum appealing to the Presi- 
dent to intervene with Stalin to restore Polish-Soviet relations and ex- 
pressing the desire of the Polish Government to return to Poland when 
Soviet troops entered that country. The Polish Government said it could 
not consider giving up its eastern territories to Russia even though Poland 
were to receive East Prussia, Danzig. Oppeln, and Silesia. It threatened 
that, if Soviet troops entered Polish territory without previous resumption 
of Polish-Soviet relations, the Polish Government would undertake politi- 
cal action against this violation of Polish sovereignty, while the Polish 
local administration and army in Poland would have to continue to work 
underground. On the other hand, the Polish Government was planning a 
rising in Poland against Germany to break out at a moment mutually 
agreed upon with its Allies either before or at the very moment of the 
entry of Soviet troops into Poland. 

I transmitted to the President the substance of these documents and 
of my conversation with Ciechanowski, I also informed him of a message 
from Ambassador Biddle on November 20 stating that Mikolajczyk and 
Polish Foreign Minister Romer insisted they be consulted in advance con- 
cerning any decisions that might be taken involving Polish interests. The 
Poles indicated that decisions taken vrithout full consultation with the 
Polish Government upon which the undergrouijid in Poland staked its 
hopes would undoubtedly lead to a""serious crisis in that quarter, would 
create a crisis in Polish circles in England and the Middle East, and might 
have aerious repercussions among Americans of Polish origin. 

I informed the President that, on the basis of the documents I had 
communicated to him, and the extremely agitated state of mind of the 
Polish Ambassador, it was apparent that the Polish Government felt itself 
in a desperate position. This might well lead to unfortunate public out- 
bursts, I said to him that we were making every effort here and through 
Biddle in London to convince the Poles, official and unofficial, that they 
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should take a calmer outlook and not prejudice their case by undue 
public g.gitation regarding our policies. 

With the approach of the Red Army to former Polish territory, I 
pointed out, it ‘would appear that we should take every friendly oppor- 
tunity to bring about a resumption of Polish-Soviet relations. If this were 
not possible at the moment, I believed we should exert all our influence 
to persuade the Polish Government to instruct its underground army tp 
launch a full-fledged attack on the Germans behind their lines at the 
opportune moment and assist the Red Army in its battle. The Polish Gov- 
ernment, I commented, should realize that if this were achieved, the Brit- 
ish and ourselves would be in a better position to convince the Soviet 
Government of the Polish Government’s desire to make a material con- 
tribution to the shortening of the war and to collaborate with the other 
United Nations after the war in working for the establishment of an 
international organization to maintain the peace. 

The President did not invite President Mikolajczyk to visit him in 
North Africa. The conversations at Tehran concerning Poland were con- 
ducted largely between Stalin and Churchill, and had no concrete results. 

Our work at the Moscow Conference did not stop with my address 
to Congress. We proceeded at once to begin to give flesh and blood to its 
decisions. Even while en route from Moscow to Washington, I cabled the 
President suggesting that Robert Murphy, the Foreign Service officer who 
had rendered so effective assistance in North Africa, be appointed the 
United States member on the Advisory Council for Italy with the rank 
of Ambassador. Mr. Roosevelt replied on November 4 saying he was in 
full accord. 

After the President arrived in the Middle East for the Cairo and 
Tehran conferences, I cabled him on December 3 recommending that 
Ambassador Winant in London head the American representation on the 
European Advisory Commission with headquarters in that capital. Mr. 
Roosevelt replied on December 4, agreeing to this, and suggesting that 
I make the announcement. 

In the same message the President said he had had a very satisfactory 
conference with Chiang Kai-shek and liked him; the. Generalissimo was 
delighted with the results of the Moscow Conference. 

The President also said that things went on the whole very well in 
Tehran and better than he had expected* Stalin and he worked together 
toward what turned out to be very similar objectives. The Tehran Con- 
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ference confinned the decision reached at the Moscow Conference to found 
an international security organization. 

Most important of all, we at the State Department began at once 
to work on plans for implementing the Four-Nation Declaration with 
regard to the creation of such an organization. We decided that another 
conference would have to be held for this purpose. 

Here were the beginnings of the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, held 
ten months later, which set the general outlines for the Charter of the 
United Nations. 



Part Seven 

THE LAST YEAR 

( 1944 ) 




95 : Prologue to 1944 


AS 1944} niy last year as Secretary of State, edged across the 
horizon, our foreign policy became strengthened by the growing might 
of the United Nations forces throughout the world. During the first few 
months of the year substantial victories were won on widely separated 
fronts. The Red Armies crossed into old Poland, cleared the Ukraine of 
virtually all German forces, and entered Rumania. American forces in- 
vaded the Marshall Islands and also attacked Truk, Japan’s Pearl Harbor 
of the Pacific. In the Atlantic, losses from German underwater, surface, 
and aerial craft declined appreciably. The round-the-clock aerial bomb- 
ing of Germany had begun. Ever3rwhere the United Nations were on the 
offensive. And the Axis as well as the United Nations knew that some- 
where in the West a gigantic new offensive was in preparation of which 
the only secret was its time and place. 

Our greater strength and brighter prospects opened up new avenues 
for the development of our foreign policy, and at the same time presented 
added problems for solution. It enabled us to proceed more resolutely to- 
ward the neutrals, such as Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey, Switzerland, 
Eire, and Argentina. It required us to hasten the clarification of our posi- 
tion toward France. It necessitated an intensification of our planning for 
the postwar treatment of the Axis and for the establishment of an inter- 
national organization to maintain the peace. 

I made a comprehensive statement of our foreign policy as of the 
spring of 1944 in a radio address on April 9, which the President ap- 
proved in advance. I delivered it against the background of brighter 
military fortunes, with final victory in Europe appearing a possibility 
even for 1944 and a probability in 1945- This transformation from relative 
weakness at the outbreak of the war in Europe to real strength I cited as 
one of the three outstanding lessons of our recent history. The second was the 
fact that we in the United States had moved from a deep-seated tendency 
toward separate action to the knowledge and conviction that only through 
unity of action could results be achieved which lyere essential for the con- 
tinuance of free peoples. The third was that we had moved from a careless' 
tolerance of evil institutions to the conviction that free Governments and 
Nazi and Fascist Governments could not exist together in this world. 

As for our relations with the neutral countries, I said that in the two 
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years following Pearl Harbor, while we were mustering our strength and 
helping to restore that of our Allies, our relations with the neutrals and 
their attitude toward our enemies were conditioned by the position in which 
we found ourselves. We had constantly sought to keep before them what 
they, of course, knew — that upon our victory hung their very existence 
and freedom as independent nations. We had sought in every way to 
reduce the aid that their trade with the enemy gave him and to increase 
the strength that we might draw from them. But our power was limited. 
They and we had continually been forced to accept compromises that we 
certainly would not have chosen. 

“That period, I believe, is rapidly drawing to a close,” I continued. 
“It is clear to all that our strei^th and that of our Allies now makes only 
one outcome of this war possible. That strength now makes it clear that 
we are not asking these neutral nations to expose themselves to certain 
destruction when we ask them not to prolong the war, with its conse- 
quences of suffering and death, by sending aid to the enemy. 

“We can no longer acquiesce in these nations’ drawing upon the 
resources of the Allied world when they at the same time contribute to 
the death of troops whose sacrifice contributes to their salvation as well 
as ours. We have scrupulously respected the sovereignty of these nations; 
and we have not coerced, nor shall we coerce, any naticm to join us in 
the fight. We have said to these countries that it is no longer necessary 
for them to purchase protection against aggression by furnishing aid to 
our enemy — ^whether it be by permitting official German agents to carry 
on their activities of espicmage against the Allies within neutral borders, 
or by sending to Germany the essential ingredients of the steel which 
kills our soldiers, or by permitting highly skilled workers and factories 
to supply products which can no longer issue from the smoking ruins of 
German factories. We ask them only, but with insistence, to cease aiding 
our enemy.” 

As for om: Allies, the other United Nations, I said that, after two 
years of intensive study, the basis upon which our policy must be founded 
was soundly established. Action could not be separate, but must be s^eed, 
united action. The free nations had been brou^t to the very brink of 
destruction by allowing themselves to be separated and divided. If any 
l^son had ever been hammered home with blood and suffering, that one 
had been. 

“However difficult the road may be,” I said, “there is no hope of 
tumii]g victoiy into enduring peace unless the real interests of tHs coun- 
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try, the British Commonwealth, the Soviet Union, and Chinn are har- 
monized and unless they agree and act together. This is the solid frame- 
work upon which all future policy and international organization must 
be built.” 

But I emphasized that the other United Nations also had tbeir role 
to play. “This essential understanding and unity of action among the 
four nations,” I said, “is not in sifbstitution or derogation of unity among 
the United Nations. . . . Nor do I suggest that apy conclusions of these 
four nations can or should be without the participation of -the other United 
Nations. I am stating what I believe the common sense of my fellow 
countrymen and all men will recognize — ^that for these powers to become 
divided in their aims and fail to recognize and harmonize their basic in- 
terests can produce only disaster, and that no machinery, as such, can 
produce this essential harmony and unity.” 

Although it could hardly be supposed that all the mmre than thirty 
boundary questions in Europe could be settled while the fighting was still 
in progress, 1 pointed out that certain questions in the meantime could 
be solved by friendly conference and agreement. We were at all times 
ready to further an xmderstandii^ and settlement of questions that might 
arise between our Allies, as was exemplified by our offer to be of such 
service to Poland and the Soviet Union. That offer was still open. 

As for our policy toward our enemies, I emphasized that there could 
be no compromise with Fascism and Nazism. Those doctrines had to be 
eliminated everywhere. Their leaders, institutions, and the power that 
supported them had to go. They could expect no n^otiated peace, no 
compromise, no opportunity to return. I said that the Eur<^>ean Advisory 
Commission in London, which had been established at the Moscow Con- 
ference in October, 1943, was working on plans for the treatmoit of 
Germany. 

In succeeding chapters I take up the major countries and problems 
with which we had to deal, and define our polides concerning them as of 
the effective date of my resignation, November 30, 1944. Our foreign 
policy in this my final year in office falls into three natural categories — 
that toward the neutrals, that toward our Allies, and that toward our 
enemies. The chapters also follow this sequence, dealing first with the 
European neutrals and with Argentina; next with our major Allies in 
Europe; and finally with the Orient and with Germany, 
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ONE OF OUR MOST difficult approaches in foreign policy from 
Pearl Harbor until my resignation was that toward the European neu- 
trals — Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, and Eire. The geo- 
graphical position of the first five enabled raw materials and other goods 
to flow from them to Germany or German-occupied territory in quantities 
disturbing to ourselves. All six were dependent to some extent on imports 
from overseas which the Axis could not supply. Some of them had bases 
or other facilities that we needed. 

Hitler could have occupied any one of the first five from adjoining 
territory dominated by himself, but he had obviously calculated that the 
economic advantages he could obtain from them at peace outweighed the 
military advantages he might gain from occupation. 

All six countries were classified as European neutrals, but they dif- 
fered considerably one from another, and our policy toward them had to 
take these differences into account. Sweden and Switzerland were neutral 
^‘islands” surrounded by Germany and German-controlled areas. Turkey 
and Portugal had treaties of alliance with Britain. Spain, ideologically tied 
to the Axis, was neither an “island” nor an ally. Eire was not touched 
by German territory; theoretically she was a member of the British Com- 
monwealth, but evinced a centuries-old antagonism to the United King- 
dom. 

After Pearl Harbor the United States became a partner in the eco- 
nomic warfare system established by the British in 1939. Britain had 
negotiated war trade agreements with most of the European neutrals to 
establish blockade quotas for goods received from overseas and to prevent 
reexport of such goods to Germany. We began to adapt our economic 
controls to the British blockade system and to cooperate with the British 
in preclusive buying operations in certain neutral countries. 

The degree of pressure we could bring against the neutrals to reduce 
their economic and other aid to the Axis depended partly on the neutrals’ 
nearness to the Axis and partly on thetir conception of the United Nations’ 
military strength and prospects. In the first two years of the war, when 
our armed strength was at a low ebb, the gauge of our pressure stood at 
a low mark too. As our strength grew we could apply more pressure. It 
was our military successes that made possible the new bluntness with 
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which I stated our attitude toward the neutrals in my address of April 9, 

1944* 

In dealing with the neutrals, we naturally had to coordinate our 
policy with that of Britain, and at times with that of Russia, Some differ- 
ences of opinion, occasionally sharp, rose between Britain and us over the 
degree of pressure to apply and the approach to adopt toward the neu- 
trals. In general we were inclined to take a stronger attitude than was 
Britain. Some differences also rose between the State -Department and 
other Departments or agencies of the Government as to the degree of pres- 
sure and the scope of demands to be made on the neutrals. Other De- 
partments often wanted us to leap ahead with unilateral action, whereas 
my associates and I realized that we had to coordinate our plans and 
actions with those of our major Allies. 

Spain comes first in this discussion of the neutrals because of her 
own importance in the war situation, and because of the range and deli- 
cacy of our relations with her. Our policy toward Spain was dominated 
by three factors. First, we had to keep her neutral. Second, we had to 
get her strategic materials for ourselves and keep them from the enemy. 
Third, we wanted to obtain from her a series of facilities. 

To achieve these objectives we had to be willing to supply Spain with 
certain products she vitally needed, such as petroleum, but we also had to 
be alert to see that no portion of such imports went on to the Axis. 

Just after our landing in North Africa, Ambassador Hayes in Madrid, 
in accordance with my instructions, informed Spanish Foreign Minister 
Count Jordana that we were prepared immediately to consider expanding 
our economic arrangements with Spain. Jordana replied that Spain fore- 
saw closer ties with the United States and greater economic dependence 
upon us. Hayes reported to us his belief that Jordana, and probably Gen- 
eral Franco, were looking forward to an eventual United Nations victory 
and we could therefore regard them as potential friends rather than as 
enemies. 

In a letter to Secretary of War Stimson on December 22 I outlined 
our program of trade relations with Spain and Portugal. I suggested, more- 
over, that we increase the number of our observers in Spain and Portugal 
to see that our exports were consumed there and not reexported to the 
Axis. The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied on January 14, 1943, that they 
agreed with the program. They also concurred in the increase in ob- 
servers, provided nothing were done to arouse unduly the hostility of the 
Spanish and Portuguese Governments. The Combined Chiefs of Staff 
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(American and British) to whom the Joint Chiefs had referred my letter 
because of the British interest in the situation, wrote me on January 23; 

“In order to assist in maintaining Spanish neutrality in the interest 
of Allied strategy, such quantities of oil, raw materials, and other supplies 
as are necessary to maintain a reasonable wartime economy should be 
made available to Spain, subject to all proper safeguards.” 

In March, 1943, Ambassador Hayes cabled a request from Foreip 
Minister Jordana that we promptly make available moderate amounts of 
aviation gasoline for Spain’s civil air lines, which had been forced to sus- 
pend all services, leaving Axis air lines the only ones operating in Spain. 
The Combined Chiefs of Staff, to whom we referred this request, agreed 
on April 3, but no further action was taken until the military situation 
in Tunisia became clarified. 

We then cabled Hayes on June 26, setting forth our conditions. These 
were that nothing higher than 87-octane gasoline would be supplied; this 
would come from the Netherlands West Indies, be carried in Spani^ 
ships, and be used for civilian purposes only by the Iberia Air Line. We 
also stipulated that our Petroleum Attach^ in Madrid should check the 
distribution and stocks of aviation gasoline, that German holdings in the 
Iberia Air Line should not be increased, and that operations of the air 
line should not be influenced by the Germans or Italians. 

In addition I instructed Hayes to attempt to get the Spanish to agree 
not to carry enemy nationals on the Iberia Air Line to Spanish Morocco 
or Tangier without our express consent; to establish a direct Spanish or 
Swiss-controlled air line to Switzerland; and to grant landing rights in 
Spain for our commercial air lines. 

Count Jordana received our proposals favorably, and, after some 
negotiation, the Spanish Foreign Office formally accepted an amended 
draft of these conditions. Previously Jordana informed Hayes that an 
agreement had been concluded that would eliminate German participation 
in Iberia Air Line ownership. The question of landing ri^ts in Spain 
for American commercial air lines was left for further discussion, but 
Jordana informed Hayes on November 18 that our request had been ap- 
proved by the Council of Ministers. The formal agreement was concluded 
a year later on December 2, 1944. 

The importation of petroleum itself was even more important to 
Spain. My letter to Secretary Stimson on December 22, 1942, had en- 
visaged petroleum imports into Spain at an annual rate of 541,000 tons. 
Petroleum receipts in Spain during the last quarter of 1942, however, had 
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beoi only about 100,000 tons, and we believed this ratio had sustained 
•Spain’s economy, although at a level substantially below a peacetime 
normal. The Iberian Peninsula Operating Committee, embracing repre- 
sentatives of the State Department, the Board of Economic Warfare, and 
the British Embassy, which met in the State Department, agreed that 
Spain’s imports should be kept to this quarterly figure. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff also agreed to this figure after I informed them on April 24 of 
our decision. 

Ambassador Hayes immediately sent a series of telegrams violently 
protesting against our figure as too low. He had also authorized the sailing 
of five Spanish tankers, and he said he was willing to justify this to the 
President because our petroleum program was related to our entire Span- 
ish policy, which had been proving of inestimable benefit to the war effort. 
Hayes, filling his first diplomatic post, was at times inclined to take the 
bit in his own teeth. 

I thereupon informed Hajres that, from my reading of his recent 
telegrams, it occurred to- me that he was failing fully to weigh the impor- 
tance of public opinion here, which I thought would take a most un- 
favorable view of any increase in oil shipments to Spain above the highest 
quarterly shipment in 1942. I pointed out that there was more criticism 
of our program permitting Spain to import oil than of any other foreign 
policy matter under my direction, in spite of the care we were taking in 
the matter. 

When Hayes continued to {»Dtest, I cabled him on May 22 that our 
petroleum program for Spain was governed by two basic limitations. First, 
we would not provide Spain with petroleum beyond her minimum essential 
needs, and we vrere not interested at present in assisting Spanish pro- 
duction since this would certainly increase the supplies at the disposition 
of the Axis. Second, we did not want excessive stocks to be built up in 
Spain, regardless of in whose hands they were. 

Hayes sent me a letter on June 7 saying he bad had no intention 
of acting contrary to our instructions, but urging that we should not 
underestimate the strength of our petroleum weapon. 

Public opposition to our Spanish oil program rose partly from the 
oil shortages in the United States. Many Americans, not realizing the 
broader aspects of our policy, did not want to ^ oil going to Spain when 
there was not enough to go around in our own country. They also did 
not appreciate the fact — although we made it clear on several occasions — 
that this oil came from the Dutch West Indies and was carried in Spanish 
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tankers, and therefore had no effect whatever on the United States’ suiq)ly. 
They hkewise failed to understand that, unless we furnished Spain with 
certain products, we could not get from her the concessions we desired. 

Foremost among these concessions was a restriction or total embargo 
on the export of wolfram to Germany. Spain and Portugal provided Ger- 
many with almost her total requirements of this vital element in the mak- 
ing of high-grade steel. 

While I was returning from the Moscow Conference, Acting Seae- 
tary Stettinius on November 6, 1943, instructed Ambassador Hayes to 
seek from the Spanish Government an immediate embargo on wolfram 
exports and the removal of German agents from Tangier. The Depart- 
ment Bad suggested to Hayes on October 15 the possibility of obtaining 
a wolfram embargo in exchange for shipments of wheat from the United 
States. Me^time, however, there had occurred the so-called Laurel inci- 
dent. The Spanish Foreign Office, replying to a telegram from Jos6 P. 
Laurel, a Philippine collaborationist whom the Japanese had' made Presi- 
dent of their puppet Philippine Government, had addressed him as Presi- 
dent of the Philippines. The Spanish Foreign Office, embarrassed at having 
acknowledged Laurel’s message, mpressed its regret and hastened to ex- 
plain that this did not constitute recognition of his Government in any 
sense. Nevertheless, Axis propaganda was utilizing the episode to the ut- 
most, and American public opinion likewise was aroused. Consequently 
the Department dropped the idea of a quid for the quo of a Spanish em- 
bargo on wolfram to the Axis, and requested it outright. We also pressed 
!(»: other concessions, among which were landing rights in Spam for our 
commercial air lines, which was still under discussion, and the release of 
Italian war^ips and merchant ships in Spanish ports. (We had recently 
signed an armistice with Italy.) Count Jordana assured Hayes his Govern- 
ment would give sympathetic consideration to these requests. We later 
requested the recall of the so-called Spanish Blue Division, consisting of 
volunteers sent to assist the Germans on the Russian front. 

After my return from Moscow we cabled Ambassador Ha3res on 
November 12 that, while we did not think any satisfactory exp l anation 
could be offered for Jordaira’s message to Laurel, the Ambassador could 
Siay to Jordana that we were prepared to let the matter stand, being cou- 
mnced that the Spanidi explanations had been given in good faith and 
desiring to believe that the Spanish Government had not intended to dis- 
turb relations with the United States or to imply recognition of the puppet 
PhiliKJme Government. We added, however, that the incident had created 
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an extremely unfavorable impression on the public mind here, which only 
acts of such character as to restore confidence could correct. 

When I saw Spanish Ambassador de Cardenas on November 22, I 
said to him that the Laurel incident, which no one here could understand, 
had seriously undermined the favorable atmosphere existing between our 
two Governments. “The American people,” I remarked, “have so impla- 
cable a hatred of the barbarous conduct of the Japanese in murdering or 
mistreating American prisoners that they cannot understand why a coun- 
try like Spain would engage in such an action as its reply to Laurel. It is 
therefore extremely important for the Spanish Government at once to act 
favorably on the, requests we have made.” De Cardenas agreed to this, 
but said his Government could move only so fast. 

The Spanish Government did not move fast on the most important 
of our requests, the wolfram embargo. Hayes himself having recommended 
that, in case Francois Government did not agree, we should interrupt 
petroleum shipments to Spain, we suspended shipments at the end of Janu- 
ary, 1944, after clearance with the Joint "Chiefs of Staff. 

^ The British, because of their own supply problem, particularly their 
need for food imports from Spain, were not prepared to support any 
drastic action to obtain a wolfram embargo. Instead, they advocated a 
compromise that would permit limited wolfram exports to Germany. 

The Department accordingly drafted a message on February 12 for 
President Roosevelt to send to Prime Minister Churchill. This stated the 
belief that, as a result of our suspension of tanker loadings, the Spanish 
situation was developing satisfactorily, and that, if both our Governments 
held fiirm, we could obtain a complete and permanent Spanish embargo 
on wolfram. Our information indicated that the Germans were very short 
*of wolfram and that supplies obtained at this time could be directly trans- 
lated into terms of British and American casualties. We had had indica- 
tions of a disposition on the part of the British Ambassador and ours in 
Madrid to accept some compromise short of a complete embargo. We did 
not consider this satisfactory and saw no danger that our joint insistence 
upon a complete embargo before resuming loadings of Spanish tankers 
would produce any serious reaction against us in Spain, 

The Btitish Embassy gave us an atde-mimoire from its Government, 
dated February 21, suggesting that to obtain the concessions we desired 
from the Spanish Government with regard to stopping German espionage 
activities, releasing Italian merchant vessels, and recalling the Spanish 
Blue Division from the Russian front, we should accept a compromise 
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solution whidi in practice would result in an actual stoppage of exports 
of Spanish wolfram to Germany over the next six months. The Presidoit 
approved this suggestion, which had also been made to him direct by the 
Prime Minister. 

Negotiations with the Spaniards, however, continued through March 
without result. On March 31 the President sent me a message he had 
received from Mr. Churchill and asked me to prepare a reply. The Prime 
Minister suggested a further compromise whereby a limited quantity of 
wolfram could still go to Germany. 

The President having reluctantly agreed to the Prime Minister’s pro- 
posal, 1 cabled Ambassador Hayes on April 13, informing him that we 
were ready to recede from our demand for a total wolfram embargo in 
the interests of complete Anglo-American agreement on the approach to 
the Spanish Government and out of respect for the direct request received 
by the President from the Prime Minister. 

The Spanish refused, however, to accept our stipulation that the tem- 
porary wolfram embargo instituted early in February should continue at 
least through June. On April 10 the British urged us to accept the latest 
Spanish offer of maximtun exports of three hundred tons for the remainder 
of 1944, including twenty tons each for April, May, and June. 

I thereupon asked British Ambassador Halifax to see me on April 17. 
“It seems almost impossible,” I said to him, “for us to agree to the diip- 
ment of oil to Spain as part of an agreement whereby wolfram will stQl 
go to Germany. There is the worst possible dynamite in the British pro- 
posal, especially m view of the long ccmtinued propaganda activities by 
critics of our Government, running back to the Spanish Civil War in 
I937-” 

The same day I cabled Ambassador Winant and Under Secretary 
Stettinius, who was in London for a round of conferences with the British, 
that public opinion here sharply opposed arrangements with neutrals 
whereby We agreed to permit them to ship war materials to our enemies 
resulting in the killing of our troops. I concluded that I saw no alterna- 
tive to our opposition to agreeing that neutrals might supply the enemy 
with important war materials. 

At this time the President was resting at Bernard Baruch’s estate in 
South Carolina, I received a memorandum from the. White House on 
April 18 enclosing a message from Prime Minister Churchill to the Presi- 
dent, and asking me to prepare a reply to the request it contained — ^that 
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the President give personal consideration to the possibility of agreeing to 
the latest Spanish proposal. 

Along with my draft of a reply, I sent the President a memorandum 
on April 20 in which I pointed out that our discussions with the British 
had reached a most difficult point. I recalled that we had been willing to 
agree to resume oil shipments in exchange for a total suspension of 
wolfram shipmaits until July i, with only three hundred tons to go to 
Germany during the reinainder of the year, but the Spanish now insisted 
they must have the right to ship sixty tons of this total before July i, 
and this Prime Minister Churchill wished us to agree to. 

“I believe,” I said, “that this concession would have the most disas- 
trous results. Our positicm in insisting upon suspension of shipments until 
July I is based on the belief that in view of pending military operations 
[the landing in Normandy] we must do everything in our power to pre- 
vent shipments from neutrals to the enemy of essential war materials 
until such time as the success of our military operations [separating Spain 
from contact with Germany] may render shipments impossible. Upon 
our success in maintaining this position will depend, I believe, our ability 
to elimina te or drastically reduce ball-bearing shipments from Sweden, 
chrome shipments from Turkey, and also our success in negotiations with 
Switzerland and Portugal to reduce their contribution to the enemy.” 

1 also pointed to the widespread approval my statements on April 9 
with regard to the neutrals had received in the United States. I said that 
this position represented the unanimous attitude of the American people, 
and to act in any way counter to it would weaken the widespread support 
of our foreign policy which had become increasingly manifest. 

A memorandum from the White House on April 22 infcmned me 
that the President had sent our draft message without change to the Prime 
Ii^nister on April 21. 

The following day I received another memorandum from the White 
House enclosing a second message from Prime Minister Churchill to the 
Pr^ident, dated April 22, to which the President requested I draft a reply. 
Mr. Chunhill again argued strongly fcur the British position, saying that 
he himself would accept the entire responsibility. 

The Prime Minister’s cable was so insistent that I telegraphed the 
President on April 23, stating that I believed, and the Foreign Economic 
Administration concurred, that the wisest course was to agree to the latest 
Spanish offer, which the British had espoused. We all feared, I said, that 
to announce that the British were going ahead alone would result in 
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repercussions detrimental to our united front toward the neutrals. The 
President agreed. 

Accordingly, I cabled Ambassador Hayes on April 25, informing him 
of the Prime Minister’s statement that he himself would accept the entire 
responsibility, but I said that in this event it would obviously be neces- 
sary for me to issue a press statement which could not but clearly indi- 
cate a break in the united front of the United States and Great Britain 
which was so essential in carrying on the general war effort. Therefore, I 
continued, I was reluctantly willing to authorize the Ambassador to pro- 
ceed with the British Ambassador in Madrid, Sir Samuel Hoare, in ar- 
riving at an agreement with the Spanish for a maximum export of 280 
tons of wolfram to Germany for the remainder of 1944 on condition that 
Spain immediately fulfill her promises with respect to our other demands. 

An agreement with the Spanish Government was quickly reached on 
this basis. We issued a press release announcing it on May 2. Spain agreed 
to expel Axis agents from Tangier, Spanish Morocco, and Spain and to 
close the German Consulate and other Axis agencies in Tangier; to re- 
lease Italian merchantmen in Spanish ports; to submit to arbitration the 
question of releasing Italian warships in Spanish ports; and to withdraw 
all Spanish military forces from the Eastern Front. 

On our part we agreed to monthly exports of twenty tons of wolfram 
to Germany for May and June and forty tons per month for the remainder 
of the year if, as a practical matter, they could be made. We said in our 
press release that it was improbable that any of this could be utilized in 
military products during that year. ^‘Although agreement was reached on 
a basis less than a total embargo of wolfram shipments,” we stated, “this 
action was taken to obtain immediate settlement on the urgent request of 
the British Government.” 

Permission, w® said, would now be given for the renewal of petroleum 
loadings for Spain. 

Ambassador Hayes, to whom I had sent a text of this press release 
several days before, protested against it on April 29 on the ground that, 
by stressing British responsibility, it would minimize the “diplomatic vic- 
tory” we had achieved in Spain, In reply I said I did not wish in any way 
to detract from the Ambassador’s achievement in Spain, but it was known 
by the public here that we had pressed for a total embargo, and, while we 
had gained much without wholehearted British support, I was convinced 
that with full British support we could have achieved our objective. A 
large section of the public here, I added, might well have the same im- 
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pression. Spain, I went on, was not popular with the American press; 
public and press alike would regard anything less than the complete at- 
tainment of our objective as a compromise; no compromise with Spain 
would be well received; and all criticism would not be allayed simply be- 
cause the compromise might be in our favor. 

In June, 1944, following Portugal’s decision to place a complete em- 
bargo on the export of wolfram, the British and we sought similar action 
by the Spaniards. The Spanish Government agreed" to suspend wolfram 
exports for June, and subsequently suspended the July and August quotas. 
Although we were never able to obtain from the Spanish Government a 
definite commitment with respect to a complete embargo, wolfram ship- 
ments to Germany were never resumed. The advance of the American 
and British armies into France and the disruption of rail transportation in 
France rounded out our diplomatic action, and Spain’s economic contact 
with the Axis came to an end. 

I summed up the results of our policy toward Spain in a letter to 
General Marshall, Chief of Staff, on August 19, 1944. “The degree of 
pressure which could be exercised,” I said, “has been influenced by the 
progress of the war, and also we have borne in mind the earlier expressed 
desire of the Chiefs of Staff of the continued neutrality of Spain and to 
avoid the creation of any situation nn Spain capable of interfering with 
our military operations. We feel that the policy we have pursued has been 
productive of results beneficial to our general political and military ob- 
jectives.” 

I outlined eighteen concrete results that had been obtained. The 
Spanish censorship had been relaxed. Restrictions on our propaganda work 
had been removed. The Spanish press had adjusted itself to a neutral 
tone. Many thousands of refugees had been evacuated through Spain with 
the full cooperation of the Spanish Government, These included some 
25,000 Frenchmen of military age moving to North Africa even while the 
battle of Tunisia was in progress. 

About one thousand escaped American airmen who had entered Spain 
through the Pyrenees were evacuated through Spain to Gibraltar. The 
Spanish permitted the establishment of a French North African mission 
in Madrid, eclipsing the Vichy Embassy. They sharply limited enemy ac- 
cess to sources of strategic materials. They enforced a virtual embargo on 
wolfram beginning in February, 1944, incidentally effecting a saving for 
us of about $80,000,000, the amount we probably would have spent in 
1944 on preclusive buying of wolfram in Spain. 



1334 


THE MEMOKBS OE CORDELL HDLL ' 


Tbe Spaniards released the Italian merdiantmen interned in their 
ports. They closed the German Consulate General in Tangier. They ex- 
pelled Axis agents. They placed a ban on the travel of Axis nationals on 
the Iberia Air Lines between Spain and Tangier. They gave us landing 
rights in Spain for American commercial airlines. They reoriented their 
foreign policy in a sense distinctly favorable to the United Nations. Thqr 
liquidated the Blue Division. Th^r imdertook not to fire on American 
military planes even when over Spanish territorial waters. They permitted 
the extension of intelligence activities by our Army and Navy and the 
Office of Strategic Services into France from Spain. Thqr supplied certain 
vital British economic requirements. 

Ambassador Hayes in Madrid and we in Washington had viforked 
ceaselessly to obtain these various concessions from Spmn. Whm it is re- 
called that at the time most of them were granted the Germans were still 
in full occupation of France, and Naa armed might touched the P5nrenees, 
the extent of the facilities we received and the importance of our diplo- 
matic success in Spain become yet more significant. Contrast this, too, 
with the fear entertmned almost generally in 1940, though not by the 
State Department, that General Franco would at any time cast Spain into 
the war on the side of the Axis. 

Such was the situation with regard to Spain when I resigned. At that 
point, as victory by the United Nations came ever closer, our policy was 
one of desiring a restoraticm of a liberal form of government in Spain; 
but we were not disposed to intervene directly in Spain’s internal situation 
and preferred to await developments. We fully realized that disorder in 
Spain would only operate against our own and the United Nations’ inter- ' 
ests, as well as agamst the interests of the Spanish people. Spani^ groups 
outade Spain were pressing for the overthrow of General Franco and the 
establishment of some other form of government. But, as I left office, they 
were not unified, and their leaders were generally at odds with one 
another. 

Our objectives in the case of Spain at the aid of 1944 were the com- 
plete cessation of all forms of Spanish aid to Germany, the weakening of 
the Falange or Fasdst Party, the orderly restoration of liberal forms of 
government, tlje utilization of Spanish resources for relief and rehabilita- 
tion in liberated territories, and the defense and promotion of American 
trade interestsi 

We were never friends of the Franco regime, and I felt that that 
regime was bad for Spain and the world. At no time prior to my resigns- 
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tion was the question raised as to Spain’s membership in the United Na- 
tions organization. I would not have favored such membership. 

Toward Portugal our policy from 1942 until my resignation resembled 
thalf toward Spain, but there were additional factors of importance. Portu- 
gal had an alliance with Great Britain, the oldest in the world, dating 
back to 1373. She had islands far out in the Atlantic which could be of 
great value to Us in our hands or a great danger to us in enemy hands. 
And she had interests in the Far East, centered in her island colony of 
Timor, which the Japanese had occypied. 

After the fall of France we supported Great Britain’s objective of 
keeping Portugal out of the war. Although Portugal was an ancient ally 
of Britain, we had to recognize the community of interests existing be- 
tween Portugal and Spain along with the fact that Spain had a close rela- 
tionship with the Axis. All we could hope for in the darker years of the 
war was to keep Portugal neutral, and we felt that neutrality in the cir- 
cumstances then existing was more valuable than belligerency. 

In 1942 we began an intensive program to obtain from Portugal, 
through the Board of Economic Warfare, the strategic materials we 
needed, such as cork, and to keep from Germany the strategic materials 
die needed, particularly wolfram of which Portugal was a larger producer 
than Spain, Our success was considerable, but curiously we encountered 
more resistance in Portugal than in Spain. The Prime Minister of Portu- 
gal, Dr. Antonio de Oliveira Salazar, realized and valorized his strong 
bargaining power, derived from such factors as his control over the Lisbon 
terminal of Pan American AiWays and the strategic position of the 
Azores, a way station of the air-clipper route and an important cable 
center. 

We concluded a supply-purchase agreement on November 23, 1942, 
following tripartite negotiations between ourselves and the British on one 
hand and the Portuguese on the other. We agreed to sell Portugal various 
materials, including petroleum, iron and steel products, and fertilizers, and 
Portugal agreed to sell Britain and the United States portions of her out- 
put of strategic materials which were much larger than she would sell to 
the Axis. 

Just as in the case of Spain, however, wolfram was at the same time 
the most important and the most difficult point to negotiate. It was the 
most vitally needed strategic material that Germany imported from 
Iberia, and consequently the Nazis were exerting the utmost pressure to 
get it. 
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Britain and the United States had on August 24, 1942, made the most 
satisfactory wolfram arrangement with Portugal they could, considering 
that their military fortunes were at ebb tide and German troops were at 
the Pyrenees. It permitted the United Kingdom and the United States to 
export the production of the British and American owned or controlled 
mines, and the Germans to export the production of mines owned or con- 
trolled by them. Of the wolfram from all other mines, 75 per cent was to 
go to Germany, 25 per cent to the United Kingdom and the United States. 
It wi^s clearly understood that when this agreement ended on February 
28, 1943, Britain’s and our share would be increased. 

When new negotiations began, following the expiration of this agree- 
ment, we suddenly found that the Portuguese Government, without con- 
sulting either London or Washington, had signed a new agreement with 
the Germans. Nevertheless, following vigorous protests by the British and 
ourselves, Dr. Salazar agreed to an interim arrangement whereby the 
Allies’ portion of the production of free mines was increased from 25 to 50 
per cent. 

Later in the year we determined to bring more pressure on Portugal. 
We believed that the amount of wolfram going to Germany might directly 
affect the duration of the war. On September 10, in an aerogram to Am- 
bassador Caffery in Rio de Janeiro, we asked the Brazilian Government, 
which had close ties with the mother country, Portugal, '’to come to our 
assistance. We pointed out that if German acquisitions of wolfram in 
Portugal could be kept to a minimum, there was little doubt that German 
reserves might be completely exhausted at the end of the year and that 
German production of armor-piercing ammunition would be very seriously 
impeded. 

Brazilian Foreign Minister Aranha, who had always been a tower of 
strength to us when we needed help in Latin America, re^onded with ‘the 
prompt support I knew we* could count upon. He cabled the Brazilian 
Ambassador in Lisbon to work closely with our Minister there, Bert Fish, 
and give him Brazil’s full backing in his negotiations with the Portuguese 
Government. 

After our new Minister to Portugal, R, Henry Norweb, arrived at 
his post, he and the British Ambassador began new negotiations in Janu- 
ary, 1944, with the Portuguese toward a total embargo on wolfram to 
Germany. Salazar’s attitude, however, was unfavorable. 

We cabled Norweb on January 17 suggesting that, if Salazar would 
not consent to embargo wolfram shipments to Germany alone, we were 
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prepared, if necessary, to agree to a complete embargo on wolfram ship- 
ments to all countries even though we would be penalized quantitatively 
more the Germans. We would also be prepared, should this result in 
German exports to Portugal being cut off, to do everything possible to 
piaTrp available the materials that Portugal would have received from 
Germany, and we and the British would increase our purchases of other 
Portuguese exports so as to alleviate possible unemployment resulting 
from cessation of wolfram production. 

Should Salazar inast on continuing to export some wolfram to Ger- 
many, we added, we would be willing to see a quota system instituted for 
six months starting March i, 1944, limiting exports to the United Na- 
tions and to Germany to a 2 so-ton maximum per quarter for each, with 
Portugal reserving the right to terminate the arrangement with Germany 
at the end of the first quarter. 

In the negotiations that followed with the British Ambassador and 
Norweb, the Portuguese engaged in delaying tactics so as to await the 
outcome of our wolfram negotiations with Spain. We cabled Norweb on 
March 20 that Prime Minister Churchill had sent Salazar a letter ex- 
pressing concern that continued Portuguese wolfram exports to Germany 
would affect Anglo-Portuguese relations and provide a bad example for 
the Spanish. Norweb reported to us on March 25 , however, that Salazar, 
after receiving Churchill’s letter, had remained adamant against the im- 
position of an embargo on wolfram exports to Germany. 

We thereupon sought again the assistance of the Brazilian Govern- 
ment, and Brazil came resolutely to our aid. As a result of instructions 
from Foreign Minister Aranha, the Brazilian Ambassador in Lisbon re- 
quested Dr. Salazar to suspend wolfram eiqjorts to Germany. The Portu- 
guese Premier, while insisting that he could not embargo exports to Ger- 
many completely and did not consider a complete wolfram embargo to 
all countries fair, agreed to take the Braziliap request under consideration. 

In April we raised our Legation in Lisbon to the rank of an Embassy 
to give recognition to the increased importance of our relations with Portu- 
gal. On Ma> 10 Dr. Salazar presented to Ambassador Norweb and the 
Briti^ Ambassador a proposal* that the Germans and the AJlies should 
continue to export the wolfram produced from their respective mines, and 
that the so-caUed neutral mines should be closed, or their production given 
the Allies for export or be stored in Portugal for American or British pur- 
diase after the war. 

Ambassador Winant in London cabled me on the same day, urging 
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tliat any compromise settlement in Portugal such as had been reached in 
Spain would constitute a failure in that the greater proportion of Ger- 
many’s wolfram supplies came from Portugal, and nothing less than a 
complete embargo on Portuguese wolfram exports to Germany would have 
a decisive effect on Nazi war production. He called our attention to ^ti- 
des appearing in the British press which indicated that the British public 
was being prepared for a compromise settlement in Portugal. 

I cabled Winant on May 14 that we were entirely in agreement with 
his views and intended to press rapidly and firmly for a total embargo on 
Portuguese wolfram exports. I asked him urgently to emphasize our views 
in London' so as to leave the British Government in no doubt as to our 
position. I said it was essential that at all costs we avoid having a situation 
develop similar to that through which the achievement of our full purpose 
in Spain had been defeated. 

At the same time I cabled Ambassador Norweb to inform Salazar as 
soon as possible that his proposal was entirely unsatisfactory and that we 
were interested in an immediate, total suppression of wolfram exports to 
the Axis, I expressed our conviction that the Portuguese Government 
would be entirely within its sovereign rights in instituting a complete 
wolfram embargo as a step in Portugal’s national interest. That Govern- 
ment, I added, would thereby improve immeasurably Portugal’s interna- 
tional position and give much satisfaction to public opinion throughout 
the United Nations. Any hesitation would arouse public feeling and seri- 
ously impair relations so far maintained on a most cordial basis. 

At this point we received from the British Embassy on May 16 an 
aide-mhnoire arguing in favor of a compromise permitting the export of 
certain limited quantities of wolfram to Germany. We replied in two days, 
arguing strongly against any compromise. We recalled the Spanish case 
and our contention then that any compromise would have far-reaching 
effects on negotiations between the Briti^ and American Governments and 
other neutrals. ^‘As our negotiations with the neutrals have progressed,” 
we said, ^‘our prediction as to the unfortunate consequences which would 
flow from a coippromise of our demands on Spain has unhappily proved 
to be entirdy correct. In Turk^ and Switzerland, in Sweden and Portu- 
gal we are met by the argument that demands made upon those Govern- 
ments are more stringent than the’ settlement which we were willing to 
accept with Spain. We particularly directed to the attention of the Britidi 
Government the likelihood of this argument being made by Portugal, upon 
whose wolfram exports Germany is now almost entirely dependent.” 
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We pointed out that a compromise would be a major mistake and 
was not required by any exigencies >of the situation. Portugal was entirely 
dependent for petroleum and other important products upon imports c(Hi- 
trolled by the Brityi and American Governments. She was bound by the 
ni ngt solemn treaty obligations to the British Government. She could not 
seriously believe that hex security was imperiled by acquiescing in the 
demands we were now making. 

The British at this time indicated to us that they contemplated 
recommending a declaration of war by Portugal against Germany and 
Japan on the basis of the ancient Anglo-Portuguese alliance, but they 
dropped this idea and, after further exchanges betwem London and Wash* 
ingtcoi, they resolutely pursued, along with us, the plan of obtaining a 
complete wolfram embargo. While the negotiations with Portugal were 
under way, a German U-boat stopped the Portuguese ship Serpa Pinto in 
mid-Atlantic and forced pass^igers and crew to abandon ship, with some 
resultant loss of life. This caused an unfavorable reaction in Portugal, and 
finally, after some further backing and filling, Salazar agreed uncondi- 
tionally on June $, i944, to the immediate imposition of a complete em- 
bargo on wolfram and a total cessation of all wolfram operations. 

Equally as important as the wolfram negotiations and equally as dif- 
ficult were our negotiations with Lisbcm for the use of Atlantic island 
bases. The Azores Islands, belonging to Portugal, offered the only mid- 
Atlantic stopping place for Allied planes. In German hands they could 
also afford strategic anchorage and refueling for Nazi submarines. 

In the early months .of 1943, President Roosevelt ha<P formulated a 
plan with regard to the Azores. He believed that the flower of the Portu- 
guese Army was in the Azores, which fact would invite and facilitate a 
German invasion of Portugal. He therefore proposed that an arrangement 
should be seaetly agreed to between Brazil and Portugal whereby the 
Portuguese Government would withdraw to Portugal its troops in the 
Azores on the understanding that, i^ould Germany invade Portugal, 
Brazil, with United States and Briti^ assistance, would immediately smid 
the necessary Brazilian troops to garrison the Azores and other Portuguese 
islands. When this suggestion was presented to the British Government, 
however, the latter stated they did not wi^ Brazil to undertake any 
negotiations until they themsdves had talked with the Forti^ese Gov- 
ernment. 

Ambassador Winant in London cabled us on June 29, 1943, the text 
of a message from Hr. Churchill to the President informing him that the 
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British were ready to negotiate with the Portuguese for bases and facili- 
ties in the Azores, but that, except for- fueling facilities for United Nations 
merchant ships and warships, Salazar was not prepared to give other than 
British forces access to these facilities unless Portugal were to enter the 
war. In connection with assurances the British had given relative to main- 
taining Portugal’s sovereignty over all her colonies, Churchill said, the 
Portuguese Government would be happy to obtain a similar guarantee 
from the United States. The Prime Minister hoped the President would 
authorize him to say to the Portuguese that, if the forthcoming Anglo- 
Portuguese negotiations were successful, the United States Government 
was prepared to give these assurances. 

Mr. Churchill also said he thought it would be possible later on, if 
this became necessary, to obtain Portuguese consent to the use of the 
Azores facilities by other United Nations forces. But he hoped the Presi- 
dent would agree, since the Anglo-Portuguese alliance had served as the 
basis of the British approach to Portugal, that the British should conclude 
their agreement for access to the Azores facilities by British forces only. 

After due consideration of this proposal, I sent the President a 
memorandum on August lo suggesting that we should undertake to re- 
spect — not to maintain — Portuguese sovereignty over all Portuguese 
colonies. 

The President approved, and I cabled Ambassador Winant accord- 
ingly. But I added that our Joint Chiefs of Staff had indicated, with the 
approval of the President, to the British Chiefs of Staff, that we found 
unacceptable* any agreement that would restrict the Azores facilities to 
British aircraft. I pointed to the opinion of our Joint Chiefs that it was 
vitally important that our military operations, transport, and air ferry 
services should have facilities in the Azores. 

The President and Prime Minister Churchill discussed this question 
at the first Quebec Conference later that month, and. Eden and I also 
took it up. It was our understanding that we should ride into the Azores 
in the wake of the British. 

The British signed their agreement with the Portuguese on August 
17, 1943, the date of execution to be October 8 . 

On October 6 I sent Ambassador Caffery at Rio a message from the 
President to be communicated orally to President Vargas. Mr, Roosevelt, 
informing Vargas of the Anglo-Portuguese agreement, said it was based 
on the ancient Anglo-Portuguese alliance and that, while Vargas "and he 
naturally would have preferred to see an arrangement whereby Portugal 
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would have assisted the United Nations as a whole in their fight against 
the Axis, Dr. Salazar apparently was only willing to accept a bilateral 
arrangement. Reminding Vargas of their conversation the previous Janu- 
ary (when Mr. Roosevelt was returning from the Casablanca Conference) 
r^arding the Azores’ strategic importance in the antisubmarine campaign, 
the President said he was confident that the British would now be able 
to take steps that would be of the utmost help in driving Axis submarines 
from the Middle and South Atlantic. 

On October 4 I instructed our Charge in Lisbon, George F. Kennan, 
if asked for such assurances, to say to him that this Government 

agreed to respect the sovereignty of Portugal in all her colonies. After we 
had informed London of this fact, a telegram from Churchill to Roose- 
velt suggested that these assurances might be of possible use as a bargain- 
ing point in connection with our desire for bases in the Azores. However, 
when the Portuguese Foreign Office took up with Kennan the question of 
our assurances, Kennan formally gave them on October 25. He believed 
that, since the Foreign Oflnce had raised the question, any further delay 
would destroy their value. 

While I was at the Moscow Conference, Acting Secretary Stettinius 
cabled me on October 22 that the President, following correspondence with 
Mr. Churchill, had directed him on October 16 to take up with Portugal 
our desire for Azores air facilities similar to those the British had obtained. 
Mr. Churchill had assured the President he would give us his fullest 
support. 

Kennan suggested in reply that Salazar would refuse our requests 
outright if we presented them in the comprehensive form proposed by the 
Department. Called home for consultation, Kennan returned to Lisbon 
early in November, carrying a letter from the President to Salazar devoted 
to the Azores. The President, at the suggestion of the Department, also 
cabled Prime Minister Churchill, informing him that Kennan was en route 
to Lisbon to open negotiations with Salazar, and asking him to support 
our approach. Mr. Churchill agreed. 

Following my return from the Moscow Conference, I sent a memo- 
randum on December 4 to the President, then in the Middle East for the 
Cairo and Tehran conferences, informing him that Salazar was willing to 
go the limit to extend us immediate use of existing Briti^ facilities if an 
appearance could be maintained of adherence to the agreem»it with 
Britain. He was unwilling to give the Briti^ further facilities for their 
own or our use unless he could be shown that the general military situa- 
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tion had diminished the German menace to Portugal as compared with 
last August. 

Salazar seemed inclined to favor our proposal to construct an airport 
for Portugal on Santa Maria Island of the Azores, with a view to Anglo- 
American use when completed. He raised virtually no objection to our 
plans for sharing in antisubmarine patrol activity with the British at 
Terceira, the Azores. 

I informed the President that Salazar and Kennan had further dis- 
cussed a suggestion the Portuguese Premier had first advanced to the 
British; namely, that we should agree that Portuguese forces would take 
part in liberating their East Indies colony of Timor from the Japanese. 

The same day I congratulated Norweb and Kennan by cable on the 
substantial and rapid progress they had made in their negotiations. 

Following receipt of a memorandum from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
whom we were keeping minutely informed of the negotiations in Lisbon, 
we cabled Norweb that the Joint Chiefs de^red that authority be secured 
to construct for the Portuguese Government a major airfield in the Azores, 
either on Santa Maria or on some other suitable island, which would be 
for our use. They also stated the desirability of obtaining most-favored- 
nation commercial rights in the airfield and continuing rights after the 
war for our military to supply outlying posts by air. 

Salazar eventually agreed to invite the Pan American Airways to 
make a survey of the Azores to pick a location for a major airfield. He 
refused, however, to accept our plan to station a naval air squadron at 
Lagens Field, the Azores, in connection with the British antisubmarine 
campaign, even though the squadron was to be on loan to the British and 
under British command. Both we and the British continued to make 
strong representations on this point, but it was not until July, 1944, that 
we obtained Portugal’s consent. 

Our negotiations for the construction and use of the Santa Maria air 
base dragged on for several months more. We were increasingly anxious 
to obtain these facilities in the belief that the Azores would be a highly 
important station on our aerial highway to the Orient for the defeat of 
Japan. The President sent another message to Salazar, presented to the 
Premier on July 22 by Ambassador Norweb and by Paul Culbertson, As- 
sistant Chief of the Division of European Affairs, who carried it to Lis- 
bon, earnestly requesting authorization for the immediate sending to 
Santa Maria of the materials to construct the airbase. Salazar agreed, but 
postponed a decision on the question of our use of the base. 
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On October 6 I sent the President a memorandum in which I said 
we were now confronted with an attempt on Dr. Salazar’s part to engage 
us in detailed commitments covering a wide range of supplies and services 
in the strategic shipping and economic fields, and I did not believe this 
Government was in a position so to commit itself, even should this seem 
desirable. 

I enclosed the draft of a proposed message to Salazar, In this we 
stated that the Portuguese Government had expressed its desire to par- 
ticipate in an eventual expedition for the liberation of Timor, toward 
which end staff conversations were in progress in Lisbon. We had pointed 
out, however, that the greatest contribution Portugal could make toward 
the prosecution of the war in the Pacific, including the liberation of Timor, 
was to make available to the United States the facilities we required on 
the island of Santa Maria. This view had been confirmed by the Combined 
British and American Chiefs of Staff, 

Our message went on to say that we were surprised and disappointed 
over the hesitancy of the Portuguese Government to make available the 
necessary lands and to permit construction to begin, and we could only 
interpret this as a lack of complete cooperation, as a grave obstruction to 
the prosecution of the war in the Pacific, and as an important aid to 
Japan. We therefore stated that, unless the Portuguese Government im- 
mediately authorized all necessary land expropriations and the completion 
of the air base on Santa Maria, we would be obliged to discontinue the 
staff conversations at once, to decline to engage in any negotiations with 
Portugal concerning economic or other matters, and immediately to curtail 
the economic aid we were furnishing her* 

The President having approved, this message was conveyed to Salazar 
by Ambassador Norweb, It led within a few weeks to an agreement, signed 
November 28, 1944, for the construction and use of the Santa Maria air 
base. Portugal agreed that we should have complete use and control of the 
air base for the duration of the war and six months thereafter. On our 
part we gave the Portuguese assurances that their forces should take part 
in the liberation of Timor* 

In summation, our negotiations with Portugal both for bases and in 
connection with strategic materials were often disappointingly long drawn- 
out. But it must be remembered that we and the British were exerting 
our pressure from a great distance, while the Germans, until the summer 
of 1944, were within overnight striking range along the Pyrenees, We 
received, moreover, a far greater supply of strategic materials from Portu- 
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gal than was going to the Axis. Finally, we must recognize that the wol- 
fram embargo meant the cessation of an industry that had been netting 
Portugal something like $100,000,000 annually. When these factors are 
taken into consideration, the success of our diplomatic efforts toward 
Portugal may be seen to have been considerable. 
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SWEDEN, one of the most important of the European neutrals, 
became in the early 1940’s a focal point for a portion 'of our diplomacy 
designed, to support the military conduct of the war. Hitler’s occupation 
of Norway and Denmark in 1940 had complicated our relations with 
Sweden in many ways. The Swedes’ location behind the British and Ger- 
man blockades cut drastically into our commerce with them, while at the 
same time rendering it more difficult for Sweden to resist German eco- 
nomic and military demands. We were greatly concerned over the Swedish 
Government’s continuing to permit German troops and supplies to cross 
Sweden to and from Norway. Sweden offered us both a valuable point of 
observation for northern Europe and Germany, and a source of anxiety 
because of the valuable supplies such as iron ore and ball bearings which 
were going to Germany. 

At the beginning of 1943 I set forth our position at length in a tele- 
gram to our Legation in Stockholm on January 7, to be communicated to 
the Swedish Foreign Office. In this I said that the determining factor in 
American-Swedish relations during the war must be the extent of Sweden’s 
resistance to Axis demands that were contrary to her rights as a neutral 
state and a democratic, -independent nation. We entirely understood, I 
said, that in the past, military and other events had made it appear ex- 
pedient for Sweden temporarily to acquiesce in Germany’s imposition of 
certain servitudes; for example, the movement of German troops and 
armaments through Swedish territory. 

But, I went on, Sweden need not expect that we could continue in- 
definitely to accept excuses of force and expediency for giving in to Ger- 
many. We thought Sweden’s present position was strong enough to permit 
her to assert her rights in relation to Germany and to assume all her obli- 
gations to us as a neutral and sovereign state. We based our confidence in 
the present strength of Sweden not solely on the Swedish people’s sturdy 
independence and the willingness they had shown to carry the heavy bur- 
den of maintaining strong armed forces for defense, but also on the 
powerful weapons Sweden had at her disposal to force Germany to respect 
Swedish rights; for example, her ability to refuse important supplies of 
iron ore to Germany. 

I then said it was our intention, if Sweden concretely evidenced 
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her determination to defend her rights against German pressure, to recog- 
nize that she had established a moral claim to have a share in the pod 
of supplies available to the Allies. 

In the spring of 1943, triangular negotiaticms began in London 
among the British, the Swedes, and ourselves, which resulted in an agree- 
ment initialed on September 23. This had the effect of appreciably cu tting 
down Swedish trade and shipping going to Germany. The Swedish Gov- 
ernment also informed Germany that the transport of German troops and 
war materials across Sweden would no longer be permitted. We on our side 
agreed to supply Sweden, among other things, with a limited quantity of 
petroleum. 

Sharp disputes arose between us at the State Department on the one 
hand and Secretary of War Stimson and Secretary of Navy Knox on the 
other over permitting shipments of petroleum to Sweden. Stimson and 
Enox argued that petroleum sent to Sweden might flow into German 
hands; that we ourselves might soon be diort of petroleum; that, by con- 
tinuing to assist Swedish overseas trade we helped the Axis ^ce Swedish 
exports and concessions to Germany continued; and that we received no 
commensurate benefits from our polity, 

I conferred with Stimson and Knox and their representatives and had 
written exchanges of views with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I stated our 
position that there vras nothing in our past experience to indicate that 
petroleum idiipped to Sweden might reach the Germans, that we had a 
Board of Economic Warfare representative as Petroleum Attachd at Stock- 
holm to rq)ort any such diversions, and that the Swedes in thdr own self- 
interest could not permit deliveries of oil to the Germans since they knew 
we would thereupon immediately cut off their supplies. 1 empha^ed that 
the oil so far shipped to Sweden had been in accordance with directives 
already given by the President in November, 1942, and that, in return, 
we had already obtained substantial concessions from the Swedes. I added 
that, since the oil was to come from the Caribbean and Gulf areas where 
there was no shortage of oil of the types being idiipped, and was to be 
tran^orted in Swedish ships, there was consequently no drain upon our 
supply of off or on our tankers. Neither the Department nor the staff of 
the Board of Economic Warfare, I pointed out, agreed that the continu- 
ance of trade with Sweden was of large aid to the enemy; rather we felt 
that it would permit us to effect a substantial reduction in Sweden’s eco- 
nomic asdstance to the enemy. I stressed the fact that offidals of our 
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armed forces had repeatedly urged upon the Department the military im- 
portance of stopping the German transit traffic across Sweden. 

In general the Board of Economic Warfare supported the Depart- 
ment’s views, although in the previous year its chairman, Vice President 
Wallace, had opposed us. The Board apj^roved in principle the agreement 
reached in London. 

The opposition of Stimson’s and Knox’s Departments, however, was 
so strong that I had to take the question to the President for settlement. 
He decided in favor of the State Department. 

During 1944 we concentrated largely on inducing the Swedish Gov- 
ernment to reduce or eliminate Swedish shipments of ball bearings to 
Germany. The Anglo-American strategic air forces had been seeking to 
knock out the German ball-bearing factories, and Swedish shipments of 
this vital product assumed greater importance to us than ever. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, in a letter to me on March 23, expressed their deep con- 
cern over the military aid thus being rendered to Germany by Sweden. 

In our negotiations with Sweden, however, we encountered opposition 
arising from the fact that Sweden still had a lingering fear of German 
armed reprisals, despite the growing strength and successes of the United 
Nations. I said in a letter to the Joint Chiefs on May 19: ‘‘No matter how 
unrealistic it may appear to us here, the factor which in the final analysis 
will control the Swedish Government’s decision ... is its conviction that 
full compliance with our demands will almost certainly expose Sweden to 
German military attack. . . . This conviction is so strong that the Swedes, 
in their disbelief that their present bearing exports to Germany are as 
important as we say they are, strongly suspect that our real purpose in 
pressing them on this matter is not to obtain a reduction in ball bearings 
but to involve them in war with Germany.” 

We were able to conclude a direct agreement on June 12 with the 
Swedish ball-bearing company, SKF, for a drastic reduction in the export 
of bearing parts and machinery during the critical period of the next four 
months — the period when Anglo-American armies were to push across 
France. The War and Navy Departments, however, objected that the 
reduction was not sufficient. 

After numerous exchanges of Views with the British Government, 
including messages between the President and the Prime Minister, For- 
eign Secretary Eden and I agreed on joint representations to the Swedish 
Government, made on August 24, stating that nothing short of cessation 
of all trade relations with the Axis and of a radical change in Sweden’s 
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German policy would meet our demands. At the same time the Soviet 
Government, whose support we had requested, made similar representa- 
tions. 

Swedish Foreign Minister Dr. Gunther rejected our request on Sep- 
tember 4 . 1 informed the President in a memorandum on September 15, 
however, that the Swedes had usually turned down formal demands by the 
belligerent Powers although actually yielding to informal pressure. Since 
July, I said, we had, through informal pressure, secured from Sweden the 
cancellation of all insurance on Swedish vessels operating between Swedish 
and German ports, thereby reducing the tonnage in this trade by two- 
thirds; formal statements that Sweden would not grant refuge to war 
criminals or war loot, and the ce^ation of all transit traffic by way of 
Sweden between Germany and Norway. 

I recommended that, unless Sweden immediately ended her trade 
with Germany, we should take over the control of various Swedish sub- 
sidiaries in this country. I further proposed that, if the British and Rus- 
sians concurred, we should jointly inform Sweden that our attitude toward 
the release of supplies she required from Allied-controlled sources after 
the collapse of Germany would depend on her reply to this request. 

While these suggestions were under study, we continued to bring 
strong pressure on the Swedish Government. On September 22 our Minis- 
ter in Stockholm, Herschel V. Johnson, reported that the Swedish Govern- 
ment had decided to close all the Swedish ports on the Baltic to German 
shipping. This enabled me to send the President on September 28 a memo- 
randum in wMch, after referring to this action, I said: “According to high 
Swedish officials, these steps reduce Swedidi exports to Germany by ap- 
proximately 98 per cent.” I added that we were continuing our efforts to 
secure a completely effective embargo. I concluded that I did not consider 
it any longer necessary to proceed with the plans we had in mind with 
regard to Sweden. 

A few days later the SKF company agreed to stqj all exports of ball 
bearings and related parts to Germany as of October 12. And in November 
the Swedish Government agreed that all exports to Germany would cease. 
We were also able to obtain from Sweden the release of interned American 
airmen and permission for the Air Transport Command planes to maintain 
service. 

•Toward Switzerland, the other neutral “island” surrounded by Ger- 
man-controlled territory, our policy differed somewhat from that which we 
practiced toward other neutrals. We felt it essential, in presenting our 
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demands and in exercising pressure to reduce Swiss exports of strategic 
manufactured goods to Germany, to avoid pushing Switzerland into a 
diplomatic rupture, or worse, with Germany. This was for the reason that 
Switzerland, representing us diplomatically in enemy countries, was our 
sole link with them. We had to depend upon her representatives to ensure 
the welfare of American prisoners of war. We were keenly gratified by the 
conscientious manner in which Switzerland had endeavored to fulfill this 
task, even though her efforts in the Japanese area had been largely ineffec- 
tive because of the uncooperative attitude of the Japanese military 
authorities and the barbarism of many of them toward prisoners of war. 
The British agreed with us that our approach to Switzerland, while strong, 
should not be of such nature as to destroy our only channel for representa- 
tions to the Axis. 

After Pearl Harbor we supported the British economic warfare ob- 
jective to limit Swiss exports to the Axis, particularly of war commodities, 
and to obtain from Switzerland strategic products including precision in- 
struments. But the successes of Hitler s army, coupled with the fact that 
Switzerland was completely surrounded by the Axis and dependent upon 
them for raw materials, negated our efforts to obtain real concessions dur- 
ing 1942 and the first half of 1943. Swiss exports to the Axis, particularly 
of war materials, incre^ased considerably during this period. 

Our Minister in Bern, Leland Harrison, cabled us on April 9, 1943, 
that the Swiss were about to negotiate a new trade agreement with Ger- 
many. Swiss officials assured Harrison that they would do everything 
possible to. bring about a satisfactory reduction in what we considered 
undesirable exports to the Axis. 

I cabled Minister Harrison on April 27 a comprehensive outline of 
our position to be presented to the Swiss Foreign Office, I said to Harrison 
that the State Department, the Board of Economic Warfare, and the 
British were all agreed that the Swiss must be deterred, by fear of our 
taking unfavorable action, from making concessions desired by the Ger- 
mans. He was to say to the Swiss that, pending clarification of Switzer- 
land's position, we would suspend, with certain exceptions, all export 
licenses and navicerts covering Swiss imports. 

As a result of this dimarche^ made simultaneously by ourselves and 
the British, Anglo-American negotiations with Switzerland were entered 
into which resulted in the signature of an agreement in London on Decem- 
ber 19, 1943, whereby the Swiss would reduce their export of arms, am- 
munition, and machinery to the Axis by 45 per cent. The export of the 



THE MEMOIRS OF CORIffili HOU 


1350 

most strategic manufactures, such as ball bearings, arms, fuses, and pre- 
cision tools, was even more drastically reduced — 60 per cent under that 
of 1942. The Swiss further agreed to prevent concentration of these 
exports in the early months of 1944, to send no such exports to Italy, to 
reduce exports proportionately whenever any part of Axis territory was 
liberated, and to make no Credit commitments to the Axis without first 
consulting Britain and the United States. In return for these concessions, 
we restored the food and fodder eiqiort quotas to Switzerland as they 
existed prior to April, 1943, but coupled their restoration with a prohibi- 
tion against the export of dairy products. In these negotiations we worked 
closely with' the Board of Economic Warfare. 

In February, 1944, the British and ourselves reopened negotiations 
with the Swiss^to obtain still further reductions in their exports to Ger- 
many. The Swiss Government, however, strongly resisted ah our efforts 
and engaged in delaying tactics. 

With these negotiations still in course, I called in the Swiss Minister, 
Charles Bruggmann, on July 14. After emphasizing the traditional and 
inherently friendly relations between our peoples and Governments, I said 
I had already discovered that some of the countries listed as neutral did 
not seem clearly to appreciate the serious situation of countries like the 
United States. We, I pointed out, were losing thousands of lives, we had 
8,000,000 armed men fighting on all battle fronts, we were spending 
$200,000,000,000, and we were supplying Great Britain and Russia to an 
enormous extent. 

“It’s not unnatural,” I said, “that Swiss businessmen should a^ the 
intercession of their Government with ours so as to retain as much trade 
with the Axis as posable. I saw this happen to a great extent during the 
First World War, and I’ve seen it happen in this war. The Swedes pleaded 
with tdars in their eyes for some time against what they regarded as 
excessive requests of the Allied nations to limit ever more the Swedish 
exports to Germany. Their main argument was the posable Ibss of coal 
from Germany, whereupon we suddenly discovered that they had coal on 
hand to keep them supplied for a year. 

“When the United States is losing lives right and left and is spend- 
ii^ enormous sums of money because of neutral aid to the enemy primarily 
in order to gratify some businesmen, the question becomes most serious 
to this country.” 

We therefore earnestly requested Minister Bruggmann to take this 
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matter up with his Government so as to arrive at once at a satisfactory 
agreement. 

I Briti^ Foreign Seaetary Eden if he would ’call in the Swiss 
Minister to the United Kingdom and make to him statements similar 
to those I had made to Minister Bruggmann, which he did. The American 
and British ministers in Bern also made representations. As a result of 
t hPSA approaches, combined with the effect of our military victories in 
France, Switzerland agreed to make further very considerable reductions 
in exports to Germany. 

Following the Allied landings in southern France and the rapid prog- 
ress of this new campaign toward the Swiss border, the British and our- 
selves made new demand on the Swiss on September rS, 1944, this time 
to embargo ail esports to Germany of certain specified strat^c com- 
modities, and to reduce to a prewar level the transit traffic between Ger- 
many and Italy. In return, we offered Switzerland certain immediate and 
long-term economic concessions. 

The Swiss agreed to prohibit as of October i the eiqiort of arms, 
ammunition, ,e:)plosives, airplanes and parts, and bearings. Since this did 
not cover all the commodities we had specified, our negotiations ccmtin- 
ued but did not reach a satisfactory conclusion until March, 1945, four 
months after my reagnation. 

With a further neutral, Eire, our relations during the war years were 
comphcated by a number o factors. These included the presence of Ameri- 
can troops in Northern Ireland; the desire of our military chiefs for Irish 
bases; the desire of Eire for American ships; and the continuance of Ads 
diplomatic representation in Dublin. All these were colored by an often 
evinced anti-British feeling' on the part of Eire’s leaders. 

During the period of the European War, Eire benefited by the pro- 
gram of the American Government and people to aid the British Com- 
monwealth as a whole. After the fall of France we made availaMe 20,000 
rifles to the Irish Army. 

I wrote the President on May 21, 1940, informing him of a tdegram 
I had received three days before from our Minister in Dublin, David 
Gray, an uncle of Mrs. Roosevelt. Irish Prinae Minister Eamon de Valera 
had inquired whether the United States Government could proclaim Iridi 
status quo vital to American interests in view of Eire’s strategic position 
commanding Atlantic air and se^ traffic. Mr. de Valera thought sudi a 
statement would greatly stirengthen his leadership in the face of a difficult 
and uncertain situation in Ireland. 
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I attached to my letter to the President a draft telegram that I 
proposed to send in reply if it met with his approval. He wrote his O.K. 
at the top of my letter and initialed the proposed telegram. In this I re- 
quested Minister Gray to inform Mr. de Valera that, although we shm iiij 
be pleased to assist Eire, we- could not take the action he suggested be- 
cause it would imply that this Government was departing from its tradi- 
tional policies with respect to European affairs and it inevitably would lead 
to confusion and misunderstanding both abroad and in the United States. 

In March, 1941, the Irish Minister for Defense, General Frank 
^Viken, arrived in the United States with letters of introduction from Mr. 
de Valera to the President and to me, for the purpose of purchasing arms, 
munitions, and ships. In his conversations with leading members of our 
Government, Aiken showed himself to be strongly anti-British. 

Minister Gray r^orted to us from Dublin on April 8 that the Aiken 
missicm was being exploited by the Irish Government to arouse anti- 
British sentiment and to indicate American approval of Irish ‘policy. He 
suggested that the time had come for us to adopt a firmer attitude and 
demand from Mr. de Valera a definite clarification of his position. 

I agreed. We authorized Gray on April 10 to take up with the Irish 
Prime Minister certain statements De Valera had broadcast to this country 
to the effect that Britain was blockading Eire as much as Germany and 
implying that Britain was fighting an imperialist war rather than defend- 
ing democratic liberties. We requested Minister Gray to lose no oppor- 
tunity generally to impress on the Irish the United States Government’s 
determination and the scope of its effort in carrying out its policy of 
opposition to the forces of aggression. He was also to emphasize the 
President’s profound belief, which had the backing of public opinion here, 
that the democratic forces throughout the world would win through to 
final victory. 

The following day, April 11 , Minister of Def^ise Aiken called upon 
me to present his letter from Mr. de Valera. He proceeded to talk for some 
minutes about the difficulties between Ireland and Great Britain for 
many years, extending down to the present, and about how impossible 
it was to get Britain to do the proper thing, and the like — ^all of which, 
I thought, rdated very little to the realities of the present situation. 

In reply, I ^ke very highly of Ireland and of the interest of the 
American Government and people in h%r present and future welfare. But 
I added: “There is another tremendoudy important angle to the present 
situation, which is imperatively daiming constant attention and effort on 
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our part — and this relates to the world movement of conquest by force on 
the part of Berlin and Tokyo.” I then made a long exposition of our policy 
from 1933 on, as we warned again and again of the impending danger and 
sought to gather together thirty-fivg" or forty countries behind a broad, 
sound program for commercial and economic rehabilitation with a joint 
pledge to Germany and Italy of absolute equality of opportunity and of 
access to raw materials. 

^‘All countries alike,” I concluded, ^‘are now in danger from Hitler, 
whether they are peaceful or otherwise. Hitler has no friends and is not 
a friend of anybody, and he would sacrifice any of his most loyal followers 
or sympathizers just as quickly as he would an enemy, if it would serve 
any small purpose for him to do so.” 

General Aiken had practically no comment to make. 

On April 25 I cabled Minister Gray our reply, drafted by Under 
Secretary Welles, to the Irish request for arms, munitions, and shipping. 
I instructed Gray to say to Prime Minister de Valera that we sympathized 
with the fact that the reduction in shipping had brought about a food 
shortage in Ireland, and that we *were willing to negotiate for the transfer 
of two freighters to transport food from the United States to Ireland. 

I instructed Gray to make this offer directly to Mr. de ’Valera and to 
say that this Government had observed with regret, from General Aiken’s 
conversation with various officials here, that the latter’s attitude toward 
the British appeared to be that of blind hostility. This point of view, I 
said, seemed to be utterly lacking in any appreciation of the fact, which 
appeared completely clear to this Government, that Ireland’s future se- 
curity and safety inevitably depended on Britain’s triumph. I continued 
that the United States Government, as the Irish Prime Minister fully 
realized, believed that the future security of liberty and democracy in the 
world rested on an ultimate victory of the British and of the other nations 
^resisting aggression, and that this Government was pledged, in conform- 
ity with its declared policy, to do eveiything practicable to help those 
nations in their struggle. Any Irish policy that was contrary to this United 
States objective naturally would provide no basis for fruitful and helpful 
cooperation between Ireland and the United States. 

I further requested Gray to state very definitely to Mr. de Valera 
that, in accordance with our policy, we would continue to make available 
to Britain and the Empire and to other countries resisting aggression all 
our production of military and naval mat&iel not required for our own 
rearmament program. We could not therefore make it available to Eire 
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until that Government was ready to show a more cooperative attitude 
toward the war efforts of those nations. This Government, I concluded, 
did not question the determination or the right of the Irish people to main- 
tain their neutrality, but between a policy of this character and one which 
potentially at least gave real encouragement to Germany there was a clear 
distinction. 

An exchange of notes with the Irish Government followed, during 
which that Government stated its determination to defend itself if at- 
tacked by Germany. Eire continued to request arms and munitions, and 
we continued to refuse. In September, 1941, however, despite the growing 
shortage of shipping, we made available two merchant ships to carry 
foodstuffs and other necessary goods. Subsequently these were sunk, pre- 
sumably by Axis submarines. 

In 1941 some hundreds of American technicians and workmen went 
to Northern Ireland to help the British construct bases there. The Gov- 
ernment of Eire asked us in October and again in November the purpose 
of these activities and what the intentions of the American Government 
were. We wrote Irish Minister Robert Brennan on November 18 saying 
that this had been taken up with the President and we were authorized 
to say that Eire’s inquiry related to territory -ecognized by this Govern- 
ment as part of the United Kingdom, and to suggest that the Irish Gov- 
ernment address its inquiry to the United Kingdom Government. 

After Pearl Harbor Minister Brennan sent me a note on December 
16 transmitting extracts from a speech made two days previously by Mr. 
de Valera who, after expressing Ireland’s special sympathy with the United 
States by reason of our involvement in the war, declared that Irish policy 
would remain unchanged, and that Ireland could only be a friendly neu- 
tral because of the circumstances of her history and ihe fact of the parti- 
tion of Ireland — ^meaning the division of the island into Eire and Northern 
Ireland. 

At the State Department we had been considering for some days the 
advisability of a message from the President to Prime Minister de Valera. 
This seemed the appropriate moment to send it. The President agreeing, I * 
dispatched a note to Minister Brennan on December 22, attaching the 
mesi^ge with which, I said, I also desired to associate myself. In this the 
President said, in part: 

“The^ policy of the American Government now as in the past con- 
ten^lates ^e hope that all the free institutions, liberties, and independ- 
ence which the Irish people now enjoy may be preserved for the full en- 
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joyiient of the future. If freedom and liberty are to be preserved, they 
must now be defended by the human and material resources of all free 
nations. Your freedom too is at stake. No longer can it be doubted that 
the policy of Hitler and his Axis associates is the conqu^t of the entire 
world and the enslavement of all mankind. 

“I have every confidence that the Irish Government and the Irida 
people, who love liberty and freedom as dearly as we, will know how to 
meet liieir responsibilities in the present situation.’^ 

American troops landed in Northern Ireland on January 26, 1942, 
and the following day Prime Mmister de Valera made a statement declar- 
ing that he had not been consulted by either the Britidi or American 
Governments and that this move could have no effect on “the Irish peo- 
ple’s claim for the union of the whole national territory and for supreme 
jurisdiction over it,” He added that “the maintenance of the partition of 
Ireland is as indefensible as aggressions against small nations elsewhere 
which it. is the avowed purpose of Great Britain and the United States in 
this war to bring to an end.” 

Irish Minister Brennan handed Under Secretary Welles on February 
6, while I was absent from Washington, an official text of Mr. de Valera’s 
statement and said that the Irish Government and people regarded our 
landing of troops in Northern Ireland as an official sanction by the United 
States of the partition of Ireland and increasingly believed that these 
troops were going to be used to attack Irish forces. Welles sought to reas- 
sure him. 

The President sent further reassurances to Prime Minister de Valera 
on February 26. 

Mr. de Valera thanked the President on April 20 for his assurances, 
and then reiterated his objection to the landing of American troops from 
the viewpoint of the partition question and asked that Ireland be allowed 
to purchase necessary military equipment in this country without delay. 

The President commented on this in a memorandum to Welles sug- 
gesting that no reply be sent and then saying: 

“If he would only come out of the clouds and quit talking about the 
quarter of a million Iridimen ready to fight if they had the weapons, we 
would all have higher regard for him. Personally I do not believe there 
are more one thousand trained soldiers in the whole of the Free 
State. Even they are probably efficient only in the use of rifles and shot- 
guns.” 

In 1943 we faced two major questions in the development of oai 
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relations with Eire. One concerned the possibility of our obtaining Irish 
bases, the other the possibility of inducing the Irish Government to de- 
mand the recall of Axis diplomats who, we had good reason to suspect, 
were passing on to their Governments vital information they were able to 
obtain by virtue of being stationed so close to the shipping lanes and to 
Britain. 

On June 3, 1943 , 1 wrote the President a memorandum enclosing sug- 
gestions along this line from Minister Gray in Dublin, who thought that 
a refusal of these requests should be met by a progressive shutting off 
by Britain and the United States of raw materials for Irish industries. 
The President wrote me on June 15: 

“I have read David Gray^s outline of views on American policy to- 
ward Ireland. What do you think we should do in regard to action? 

^Tn the matter of asking for the use of ports, I think we might con- 
sider asking for a lease of the ports in a manner similar to the lease of 
the eight bases from Great Britain in 1940. However, the period Qould well 
be cut from ninety-nine years to the duration of the war. 

‘T think Mr. Gray is right in his desire to put De Valera on record. 
We shall undoubtedly be turned down. I think the strongest fact is that 
we are losing many American and British lives and many ships in carrying 
various supplies to Ireland without recejying anything in return, and with- 
out so much as Thank you.’ ” 

I replied to the President that it appeared to me that without ques- 
tion air and naval facilities in Ireland would be of considerable usefulness 
to the United Nations’ war effort. I added that a high- officer of the War 
Department had informally advised us that these facilities would be 
enormously useful from a military standpoint. Prime Minister de Valera, 
however, I pointed out, had repeatedly declared that “there can be no 
question of leasing these ports” or “of handing them over on any condi- 
tion whatsoever,” and that any attempt by any of the belligerents to 
bring pressure to bear on the Irish Government to turn them over “could 
only lead to bloodshed.” In making these statements, I said, Mr. de Valera 
no doubt had had principally in mind possible approaches from the British 
Government. Since our entry into the war, however, suggestions had been 
made that Ireland might be disposed to lease naval and air facilities to 
the United States. 

“The Irish and the British,” I said to the President, “have fought one 
another for seven hundred years. They suspect and distrust one another. 
Each tries on suitable occasions to obtain the support of the American 
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people and Government against the other. We must be careful, therefore, 
to be sure that any action which we take in this regard has a sound 
military basis in the opinion of our own Chiefs of Staff. It seems to me 
that this is of fundamental importance to make it impossible for anyone 
to maintain that we took sides with the British against the Irish and 
‘pulled British chestnuts out of the fire.^ ” 

I suggested that, since Ireland was at the back door of the United 
Kingdom and happenings inside Ireland were therefore of more immediate 
and direct interest to the United Kingdom than to the United States, we 
should first obtain the approval of the British Government. 

I attached a draft letter for the President's signature, requesting the 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the military aspects of the question. 
Representatives* of the War and Navy Departments designated by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff advised us that they did not consider it possible at 
that time to foresee whether, with the progress of the war, we would 
actually desire bases in Ireland or exactly what military value such bases 
might have; but they did think it would prove of real help now in our 
strategic planning if we could De sure we would have the use of them if 
they were needed. 

President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill discussed the 
question of an approach to Ireland with regard to the bases at the time 
of the first Quebec Conference and later in the year at the Cairo Confer- 
ence. Meantime I was in contact with Foreign Secretary Eden on the sub- 
ject. 

Finally on December 22, 1943, Eden gave us his Government's reply. 
He thought that Mr. de Valera would avoid a direct negative reply to 
any approach on the question of air and naval bases and would seek to 
cloud the issue by reiterating his grievances in regard to partition, Eden 
therefore believed that our proposed approach would be likely to give rise 
to acute difficulties and that it would be wiser to postpone it. 

In a memorandum to the President on December 29 I said that, in 
view of this attitude by the British Government, I would let the matter 
rest unless he wished to discuss it further with Prime Minister ChurchilL 

The question of Irish bases was not taken up again. 

In December, 1943 , 1 received from Irish Minister Brennan two notes 
asking my support for Irish efforts to purchase two ships to replace those 
obtained from this country in 1941 and subsequently sunk. After consult- 
ing with Minister Gray in Dublin, I sent the President a memorandum on 
December 27 in which I suggested that we should refuse the Irish request 
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on the grounds that our Government' had previously chartered two mer- 
chant ships to Ireland, and that the Irish Government had permitted them 
to be sunk by Nazi submarines without offering the slightest word of 
protest to the German Government. Mr. Roosevelt approved. 

In 1944 we took up actively with the Irish Government the question 
of the Axis diplomatic missions in Eire. On February 21, after coordinat- 
ing "our action with Britain, we made a formal request for their removal. 
We pointed out that Eire’s neutrality was operating in favor of the Axis. 
One reason for this was the opportunity afforded to the Axis for highly 
organized espionage because of Ireland’s geographical position. 

‘‘Situated as you are,” we said, “in close proximity to Britain, divided 
only by an intangible boundary from Northern Ireland, where are situated 
important American bases, with continuous traffic to and from both coun- 
tries, Axis agents enjoy almost unrestricted opportunity for bringing mili- 
tary information of vital importance from Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland into Ireland and from there transmitting it by various routes and 
methods to Germany. No opportimity corresponding to this is open to the 
United Nations, for the Axis has no military dispositions which may be 
observed from Ireland.” 

All this was of particular importance to us at that time because the 
United Nations preparations for the invasion of Normandy from Britain 
were approaching the climax and we were making every effort to keep 
them secret. 

' Nevertheless, Prime Minister de Valera, in a note transmitted to us 
on March 7, refused our request. He reasserted Eire’s right to remain neu- 
tral, and he sought to prove that we had been misinformed in believing 
that Axis diplomats and agents were able to obtain and send from Ireland 
vital information concerning United Nations military activities. 

One week later I cabled Ambassador Winant in London that we were 
considering a further message to Mr. de Valera. This would reaffirm the 
position we had taken in our original message and state that the American 
Government and people would inevitably hold the Irish Government 
re^onsible for actions against our forces and military operations taken by 
the Axis representatives in Eire. We felt, I said, that, without disclosing to 
the Irish Government whether we contemplated any further action, we 
should try to keep the question open. While we did not consider the use 
of economic sanctions advisable, I said I did not think we should commit 
ourselves, at least for the time being, not to use them, as both Minister 
Gray and the British representative in Dublin had suggested. However, I 
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added, since Ireland obtained most of her supplies from Britain, this ques- 
tion was primarily a British one, and I requested Winant to obtain the 
•sdfews of the British Government. 

The White House sent me on March 20 Britain’s reply in the form 
of a message from- Prime Minister Churchill to the President Mr. Chur- 
chill, referring to my cable to Winant on the 14th, said that in his opinion 
it would be much better to keep the Irish “guessing for a while” than to 
offer them any immediate reassurances. He said he thought we should 
“let fear work its healthy process,” and thereby we- would get bdiind the 
scenes a continued stiffening up of Irish measures, which even tlw»n were 
not so bad, to prevent leakages of information. 

Mr. Churchill said that, whOe Britain did not intend to st(^ necessary 
trade between England and Ireland, she did intend to prevent ships and 
airplanes from leaving Ireland for Spain, Portugal, and other foreign^ports 
and to restrict all communications to the utmost until the invasim of 
France had been launched. This was purely from the viewpoint of pro- 
tecting American and British soldiers’ lives and our military plans. 

I sent the President on March 31 the reply* which he had requested 
me to prepare. Tliis s^ted his belief that Mr. Churchill was pursuing the 
right line in taking the security measures without, however, adopting 
measures of coercion designed only to harm Ireland. We wondered, how- 
ever, if measures forbidding Irish ships to go to all foreign ports from 
Ireland might not be interpreted as economic sanctions, and suggested 
they be permitted to continue to come to North America to carry wheat 
and other essential supplies tp Ireland. 

Mr. Churchill agreed. 

We now planned to send a further note to Prime Minister de Valera 
coirceming Axis representatives in Eire, and the President approved the 
text. The Irish Government, however, offered through our intelligence 
services to adopt whatever security safeguards we and the British desired 
in Ireland, and Mr. Churchill told us he thought our first note had done 
^at good and had prompted Irish authorities to strengthen their security 
measures but that a second note was not necessary. I sent the l^eadent a 
memorandum on May 17 proposing that we let the matter rest, to which 
he agreed. 

One week previously I sent the Presidmit a memorandum to give him 
my opinion on the question he had raised with us on May 9 as to whether 
two ships should be made available to the Iridi Government “We believe,” 
I said, “that our request of the Irish Government that they expel the Axis 
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representatives was a reasonable one with which they should have com- 
plied. We believe that public opinion in this country supported this request 
and in fact would be disposed to support pressure to cause Ireland to 
comply. The editorial reaction to this throughout the country was favor- 
able. We believe that public opinion would find it difficult to understand 
our now making available two ships to get supplies to Ireland in view of 
the attitude which Ireland has taken toward us and the war.” 

I added that to make ships available to Ireland in the present circum- 
stances might well retard the progress we had made in putting pressure on 
other neutral countries to reduce trade with Germany. The President 
agreed -with this position. 

During this period various Irish-American organizations urged the 
United States Government to use its influence with Great Britain to bring 
an end to partition between Eire and Northern Ireland, meaning that 
Northern Ireland would become a part of Eire. A resolution to this effect 
was introduced in Congress. I adopted an attitude of complete impartiality 
on this issue, however, and Under Secretary Stettinius stated our position 
on June 7, 1944, in a letter to Senator Danaher, as follows: 

‘‘The constitutional relationship between Northern Ireland and the 
Irish Free State is, of course, a matter for the proper authorities within 
the British Commonwealth to determine. The American Government could 
only take the position that the altering of political boundaries-between the 
Irish Free State and Northern Ireland was not a matter in which it might 
properly intervene. International law and comity would permit no other 
course.” 

The possibility that neutral countries might give asylum to Axis 
leaders and war criminals who fled to escape the fate awaiting them 
entered into many diplomatic exchanges we had with the European neu- 
trals, including the Vatican, and with Argentina, in 1943 and 1944. As the 
outlines of our victory became ever clearer, the President and I were 
resolved that the easy flight of the Kaiser into Holland in 1918 should not 
be duplicated by the Nazi, Fascist, and Japanese leaders responsible for 
the war and the criminals responsible for atrocities. 

While we recognized the right of nations to grant asylum to political 
refugees, and were ourselves among the foremost in supporting this right, 
we refused to grant that the Axis leaders and criminals could come within 
this category. They had been responsible for a war costing the lives of 
untold millions of people and the destruction of uncountable treasure; 
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they were guilty of murder thousands of times over; and they had no 
more right than a murderer to obtain asylum in another country. 

My view was that here was a bigger, broader question than the narrow 
one of the right of asylum as it had been interpreted toward the close of 
local or regional wars. We had seen a terrific attack on the people of the 
world, on world order and civilization, and an attempt to enslave all 
peoples. With these mad dogs of aggression let loose, it would be idiocy 
for neutral nations to harbor them, for they might later get out and do to 
the countries that sheltered them what Hitler had done, for example, to 
Norway. The Axis had violated all the rules of neutrality and war, and we 
did not feel that the neutrals had the right to prevent our making a last- 
ing example of those ambitious men who had brought the world to the 
precipice of destruction. 

The question first came to the fore officially a few days after the 
ousting of Benito Mussolini. On July 29, 1943, the British Government 
sent us a note stating it was concerned that Mussolini and other prominent 
Fascists might seek refuge in neutral countries. It therefore proposed to 
request the Governments of Switzerland, Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey, 
the Vatican, and Argentina to refuse refuge to such war criminals. It 
would declare that any shelter, assistance, or protection given such persons 
would be regarded ‘‘as a violation of the principles for which the United 
Nations are fighting and which they are determined to carry into eff^t by 
every means in their power.” The British asked us to make similar repre- 
sentations. 

SinceT was having luncheon with the President that day, I discussed 
this with him during the course of the meal. We agreed that he should 
issue a public statement the next day, and that this should be telegraphed 
to the Governments mentioned by the British. In this statement the Presi- 
dent said; “I can only say that the Government of the United -States 
would regard the action by a neutral Government in affording asylum to 
Axis leaders or their tools as inconsistent with the principles for which the 
United Nations are fighting and that the United States Government hopes 
that no neutral Government will permit its territory to be used as a place 
of refuge or otherwise assist such persons in any effort to escape their just 
deserts.” 

Only Turkey, Switzerland, the Vatican, and Argentina replied to our 
communication, and their replies gave us no assurances. They asserted, 
rather, their intention to follow the accejpted principles of international 



1^62 the memoiks of cobdell hull 

law when the occaision arose for them to make decisions on the matter of 
asylum. 

The question rested at that point for more than a year. Then, in 
August, 1944, when Allied forces were pouring across France and it seemed 
that the moment might be coming for Axis leaders to attempt to seek 
shelter, I raised it once more in a series of telegrams to Bern, Stockholm, 
Lisbon, and Madrid on August 23. I asked whether those Governments 
were ready to give assurances that they would refuse to admit Axis leaders 
and war criminals, whom they undoubtedly would regard in any event as 
nndpsfrahlft aliens whose presence on their territory was not to their 
interests even if those persons were not wanted by the United Nations for 
eventual trial. 

The wheels of justice, I said, were turning fast, and the neutrals 
might be faced at any moment with the need to make a decision in this 
matter. I therefore strongly urged that they give the desired assurances 
now. I pointed out that practically every individual in this country had 
been affected by the war, that our people knew that a small group of' 
individuals in the Axis countries had played the leading role in plunging 
the world into this ghastly war, and they would not therefore.understand 
neutral countries’ extending protection or asylum to those responsible. 
The American people’s feeling that adequate st^s must be taken to hold 
the Axis leaders and their followers .strictly accountable for their crimes 
agmnst dviUzadon was being intensifi«i by the steadily growing casualty 
Bsts. 

I said to our r^resentatives in the neutral aq>itals that I did not 
want them to make any threats, but that I did feel they would be less 
than candid if they failed to make known to the apinropriate ofBcials our 
cmiviction that the admission of the Axis leaders and their followers 
would have an adverse effect on relations with this country for many 
years. I added that we were confident that the other United and Associated 
Naticms shared our views, which were also diared, we did not doubt, by 
substantial sections of public ofnnion in the neutral countries. 

We informed the Briti^ and Soviet Governments of this dimarcke, 
which we took independentty to save time because of the possibility that, 
with our troops about to reach the Siegfried Line, some of the Nazi and 
Fascist leaders might attanpt in' the near future tb take refuge in neutral 
countries. In response the British Govermnent gave instructions to its 
di^matic representatives in the four neutral capitals to support our 



SWEDEN, SWITZERLAND, EIRE I363 

stand- Soviet Ambassador Gromyko sent me a note on September 4 stating 
that his Government shared our views. 

On August 30 Minister Johnson in Stockholm reported that Foreign 
Minister Gunther believed his Government would decide to declare that 
Sweden would give no asylum to war criminals. On the following day the 
President sent me a memorandum, saying: “I note in the news that 
Sweden is taking action to announce that it will not harbor any war crim- 
inals. Don't you think that we might approach the Swiss to make a similar 
declaration? None of us want to send an Allied army into Switzerland to 
grab Hitler, etc., and if they make a declaration now it may keep some of 
the Nazis out or give them a chance later to hand over war criminals.” 

I informed the President that the Swedish reaction was the result of 
our urgent representations to Sweden of August 23, which representations 
had also been made to Spain, Portugal, and Switzerland. 

The Swedish Government officially confirmed to us on September 3 
that Sweden would not grant asylum to any category of war criminals. In 
the course of the next few weeks both Spain and Portugal gave us less 
satisfactory assurances which were not so categorical as those from 
Sweden. Switzerland gave definite assurances on November 14. The Argen- 
tine Government stated independently that Argentina would not grant 
refuge to war criminals or permit them to deposit capital or acquire 
property in Argentina. 

We had more difficulty with Eire, whom we approached on September 
21. Prime Minister de Valera replied on October 9 that the Irish Govern- 
ment was unable to give assurances that would make it impossible for it 
to exercise its right to grant asylum should justice, charity, or the honor 
or interest of the nation so require. At the same time the Irish note 
declared that that Government did not intend to alter its practice of not 
admitting any aliens whose presence in Ireland would be contrary to Irish 
neutrality, detrimental to the Irish people's interests, or inconsistent with 
their desire to avoid harming the interests of friendly nations, and of 
deporting as soon as possible to their countries of origin any such aliens 
who might land. 

We did not consider this reply satisfactory. On October 23 we pointed 
out to the Irish Government that we failed to understand how that Gov- 
ernment could feel that charity, justice, or the interest or honor of Ireland 
could make necessary the admission of war criminals. We did not, how- 
ever, obtain better assurances. 

In any event the result of our numerous diplomatic exchanges with 
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the neutrals was that, when the war ended, we found no neutral disposed 
to welcome those infamous men responsible for the war and for atrocities. 
Almost without exception those men fell into our hands for the just pun- 
ishment which should serve as an example to halt the ambitions of similar 
desperadoes of the future. 



98: Turkey on the Edge of War 


PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT and Prime Minister Churchill 
agreed at the Casablanca Conference in January, 1943, that Mr. Churchill 
should ‘'play the cards” (one of his favorite phrases) in Turkey for both 
countries so far as military matters were concerned. This agreement 
inevitably led the United States to take in Turkey a role secondary to 
that of Britain, but Turkey none the less occupied a considerable corner 
in our foreign policy planning. 

Following the Casablanca agreement, Mr, Churchill requested Presi- 
dent Inonii of Turkey to confer with him, making the request in the name 
also of President Roosevelt. President Inonii sent Mr. Roosevelt a personal 
message on January 26, through Ambassador Steinhardt in Ankara, in- 
forming him of his acceptance and expressing warmest thanks for the 
President’s support of the suggested meeting. Steinhardt reported that the 
President’s support had been an important factor in President Inonu’s 
decision to accept the invitation. 

Meeting with President Inonii at Adana, Turkey, the Prime Minister 
assured him that arms and munitions would be supplied to Turkey by 
both Britain and the United States, but that pressure to enter the war 
would not be brought upon Turkey at that time. 

Mr. Roosevelt’s acquiescence in -the thought that Britain should 
“play the cards” in Turkey was in line with his original thinking, even 
before Pearl Harbor, that Britain should take the lead in the Near East. 
When in March, 1941, we were discussing whether to send Lend-Lease 
aid to Turkey, Ambassador Halifax informed me on the 7th that he had 
happened to see the President, who had indicated that it would probably 
be preferable for us to aid Turkey through Great Britain. 

Halifax handed me on October 22, 1941, a memorandum setting forth 
Britain’s strategic interest in Turkish resistance in the event of an Axis 
attack or a German demand to be allowed passage through Turkey, and 
stressing the need therefore to maintain the Turkish will to resist and to 
build up her capacity to resist. I assured Halifax that our policy was 
based on the general proposition 'that we would take such steps as would 
give the British the maximum of weight in regard to Turkey if and when 
a Turkish-German crisis threatened. I suggested that a conference be held 
to work out the question of which Government should supply military 
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implements and other materials to Turkey, keeping in mind our wish to 
build up British influence to the maximum. 

Subsequently, the Lend-Lease Administration, in cooperation with 
the State Department and the British, worked out a procedure whereby 
Turkey obtained direct Lend-Lease aid from the United States and also 
indirect Lend-Lease aid by retransfer from the British. 

Shortly after the President’s return to the United States from the 
ra.«atManra Conference, Prime Minister Churchill sent him a message on 
February 2, 1943, saying that the highest security for Turkey in the 
postwar world would be found by her taking her place as a victorious 
belligerent and ally at the side of Great Britain and the United States and 
Russia. In this way, he said, a start would be made in all friendliness and 
confidence, and a new instrument would grow around the good will and 
comradeship of those who had been in the field together, with powerful 
armies. 

Mr. Churchill surveyed in this message the possibility of Turke3r’s 
becoming a full belligerent and of her armies’ advancing into the Balkans 
side by side with the Russians in the north and the British in the south. 
(This was in conformity with the Prime Minister’s determination at that 
time that the major Anglo-American drive into Europe should be through 
the Balkans, a plan he later reluctantly gave up at the insistence of the 
President and the -United States Joint Chiefs of Staff in favor of the 
invasion of Europe through Normandy.) He said it would be right for 
Turkey, before incurring additional ri^s, to seek precise guarantees as 
to her territorial ri^ts after the war. Britain would be willing to give 
these guarantees in a treaty or join with Russia in giving them, and he 
thought Russia would be willing to make such a treaty. He said he was 
certain that the President would gladly associate himself with this treaty 
and that the whole weight of the United States would be used in the 
peace settlement to that end, although he recognized the difficulties inter- 
posed by the United States Constitution against prolonged European' 
commitments. These treaties and assurances would naturally fall within 
the ambit of the world instrument to protect all countries from .wrong- 
doing. 

Two months after the Casablanca Conference, Foreign Secretary 
Eden came to Washington in March, '1943, for a series of conferences 
with the President and me. At that time we got the impression that the 
British were interpreting the President’s agreement with Prime Minister 
Churchill, that the British ^ould “play the cards” with Turkey in a 
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militaiy way, to mean that the British should handle all our relations in 
the political and economic spheres as well. 

After Eden«etumed to London, the British Embassy informed .me 
that the British Deputy Under Secretary of the Foreign Office had looked 
up the Casablanca agreement and, in order that the position might be 
perfectly clear, had asked the Embassy to state to us that the President 
had given the Prime Minister primary respoiaibility for “play ing the 
cards” with Turkey. 

Since this phrase was capable of very wide interpretation, I took the 
matter up with the President. Unfortunately, Mr. Roosevelt had not com- 
municated to me the decisions reached at Casablanca. As I have said 
before, he did not include me in the conferences he held then and later 
with Churchill, Stalin, and Chiang Kai-shek on the ground that they were 
military discussions and did not concern the State Department. We had 
asked Admiral Leahy for a copy of the Casablanca agreement but had 
been told that no copy was available for us. 

I sent the President a memorandum prepared by Wallace Murray, 
Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, in which we said we felt 
confident that the President, in the military agreements reached at Casa- 
blanca, had had no intention of limiting our independence of action in the 
political or economic spheres with regard to Turkey. We stated our belief 
that, if any question of a limitation on our freedom of action toward 
Turkey in favor of Great Britain arose, it would not be in the interests of 
the United States or of the United Nations cause for us to concede. 
“Even the military concesmon regarding Turkey made at Casablanca,” we 
concluded, “while doubtless reached for valid considerations, has never- 
thdess caused very great consternation on the part of Turkish officials 
who are not allowed to handle direct with us their own requests for Amer- 
ican Lend-Lease supplies.” 

This was a good illustration of the contention I advanced to the 
President on many occasions, though unsuccessfully, that fundamental 
military decisions often had diplomatic angles and reflections, and that I 
should therefore know about them. 

I also seit the President the draft of a note I intended sending on 
the subject of Turkey and the Casablanca agreement to British Ambas- 
sador Halifax. 

The President approving, I wrote Halifax on July 10: 

“In view of a possible misapprehension of some of the British authori- 
ties in regard to this matter, I think I should point out clearly that, not- 
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withstanding any military understanding reached, I am not aw^e of any 
commitment made by the President at Casablanca which relates in any 
way to the surrender by the United States of its full independence of 
action with regard to relations between the United States and Turkey in 
either the political or the economic sphere, either during the war or after. 
I hardly need assure you that this Government has every desire and 
intention of continuing the closest collaboration with the British Govern- 
ment in our mutual relations with Turkey, and that I have no appre- 
hension whatever of difficulties in this regard. I feel it advisable, however, 
to clarify the situation by the present statement.” 

Subsequently, on July 16, I received a letter from Admiral Leahy 
giving us extracts from the Casablanca minutes relating to Turkey and 
stating that the decisions quoted were intended to be exclusively on our 
combined war effort. The decisions related to the equipping and supplying 
of Turkey, which should be undertaken through Britain. The President 
had concurred in Mr. Churchill’s request that;^ since the troops involved 
in reenforcing Turkey would be primarily Britii^h, “the British be allowed 
to play the Turkish hand. Just as the United States is now handling the 
situation with reference to China.” 

I wrote Admiral Leahy on July 22, saying: “The minutes confirm 
the Department’s understanding . . . that nothing agreed upon at Casa- 
blanca limits in any way the full independence of action of the American 
Government in its political and economic relations with Turkey.” 

The President and the Prime Minister again discussed the subject 
of Turkey when they met at the first Quebec Conference in August, 1943. 
Again I had to write Admiral Leahy, on September 23, for information 
regarding policy decisions concerning Turkey taken at Quebec by the 
combined Chiefs of Staff *^in view of the political implications which the 
British authorities attach to them.” Leahy replied the following day that 
the President, the Prime Minister, and the Combined Chiefs had decided 
at Quebec that from a military point of view the time was not right for 
Turkey to enter the war on our side. He made available to me an extract 
from the record indicating that it had been decided that we should con- 
tinue our efforts to equip Turkey and increase her military effectiveness 
while attempting to reduce her assistance to Germany, with particular 
reference to stopping the passage of all German shipping of military value 
through the Dardanelles and fixe supplying of Turkish chrome to 
Germany. » 

I have already recounted how, at the Moscow Conference, Molotov 



TURKEY ON THE EDGE OF WAR I369 

proposed to Eden and me that the three Governments should bring united, 
strong pressure on Turkey to enter the war. My own thought was that 
Turkey should come into the war as a full belligerent as soon as this was 
militarily feasible. Turkey in 1942 and 1943 had been fearful of the 
postwar strength of a victorious Russia, and I felt that the position of a 
Turkey that had taken a large and active share in the war would be 
stronger with regard to Russia than it would be if she had drifted through 
the war as a neutral. But, as the conference ended, I had gone no further, 
since Molotov’s proposal was a military matter, than to inform the Presi- 
dent about it. While I was en route home, Mr. Roosevelt agreed with the 
British and the Russians that Britain should take the lead, with the United 
States’ support, in negotiations with Turkey to bring her into the war. 

On Eden’s way home from the Moscow Conference, he met with 
Turkish Foreign Minister Numan Menemencioglu at Cairo and raised the 
questions of Turkey’s immediately making air bases available to the Allies 
and entering the war. Ambassador Steinhardt in Ankara reported to us 
that Turkey rejected the first proposal on the grounds that it would 
inevitably involve her in war with Germany. As to the second, Turkey 
replied that she could not yet make an effective contribution as a partici- 
pant in the war since her defenses were still inadequate. 

After the President reached North Africa late in November, 1943, en 
route to the Tehran Conference, I acted as intermediary between him and 
President Inonii of Turkey to arrange a meeting in Cairo between Inonii 
and Roosevelt, Churchill and a Soviet representative. President Inonii 
replied that he would go to Cairo so long as he was not being invited 
merely to be told of decisions already reached at Tehran affecting Turkey, 
but was being asked to participate in ‘^a free discussion as between 
equals.” 

Actually at Tehran the three statesmen confirmed the agreement 
reached immediately after the Moscow Conference that the three Govern- 
ments should request Turkey to enter the war, and agreed upon February 
I s, 1944, as the date of such entry. 

On behalf of the President I- cabled Ambassador Steinhardt on 
December 2 to inform President Inonii that on the morning of December 
4 transport planes would be at Adana to take him to Cairo, and that Mr. 
Roosevelt was particularly happy to have this chance to talk to the 
Turkish President who was being asked, he assured him, to “a free discus- 
sion as between equals.” 

An episode of friendly rivalry between Mr. Roosevelt and Prime 
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Minister Churchill came to light the following day when I forwarded to 
Ambassador Steinhardt a message received from Harry Hopkins by the 
White House. This stated that Major John Boettiger, the President’s son- 
in-law, was accompanying the President’s plane to Adana in order to 
extend the President’s greetings to President InSnli upon his arrivaL and 
to accompany him on the trip. The Prime Minister’s plane, the message 
stated, had been dispatched with Randolph Churchill, the Prime Minis- 
ter’s son, for a similar purpose. It would please the President, the' message 
concluded, to have Inonu ride in the American plane. Mr. Roosevelt won. 

At Cairo President Inonii agreed “in principle” to Turkey’s entrance' 
into the war but made it dear that this could not be until Turkey’s defi- 
ciencies in equipment, supplies, and tran^rt had been made up so that 
she would be in position to defeid herself. 

In January, 1^44, Anglo-Turkish military conversations began in 
Ankara to implement the Turkish decision “in principle” to enter the war. 
I sent the President a memorandum on January 8 informing him that the 
British Government had stated to us it had learned that the Turkish 
authorities considered the United States to be much less insistent on 
Turkqr’s entering the war thsm the British were and that Britain alone 
was putting pressure on Turk^ in this regard. The British had requested 
us to authorize Ambassador Steinhardt to “back up any representations 
that the British Ambassador in Ankara may make” in order to dispel the 
Turkish impression. 

I asked the President whether I was correct in assuming that, while 
he would not wish us to authorize Steinhardt to back up any representa- 
tions the British Ambassador might make, he would like Steinhardt to 
make it clear to the Turks that we as well as the Briti^ would welcome 
Turkey’s contribution to the common victory by active participation in 
the war. The President approving this position, I sent appropriate instnic- 
tions to Steinlmrdt on January ii. 

Nevertheless, the Anglo-Turkish negotiations made little if any prog- 
ress. Steinhardt r^orted to us on January 24 that the Briti^ seemed to 
suspect the Turks of demanding an amoimt of war materials that would 
take sufficiently long to deliver to allow the Turks to ronain neutral 
imtil the period of their usefulness to our cause had passed. On the other 
hand, he said, the Turks apparently suspected that the British had given 
commitments to'the Greeks and the Russians with respect to the A^eau 
and the Balkans, respectively, and for this reason were unwilling to allow 
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the Turks sufficient war materiak to permit them to participate actively 
in military operations. 

On February 4 I sent the President a telegram from the British 
Foreign Office reporting that the military conversations at Ankara had 
reached a stalematea The British therefore proposed^ 1 said^ to withdraw^ 
without notice or explanation, t^e head of their miDtary misrinn in 
Ankara, to suspend shipments of military supplies, and to instruct their 
Ambassador to avoid contact with members of the Turkish Government 
until further notice^ 

I informed the President that the British requested our rn»peration 
to the extent of instructing Steinhardt to “cool off” in his relations with 
the Turks for the time being. I said I believed we should meet this req ues t. 
The President wrote his O.K. on my memorandum, and I sent appro* 
priate instructimis to Steinhardt on February 7. British and American 
arms shipments to Turkey ceased early in February. 

At this time we were discussing means of cutting off Turkish ship- 
ments to Germany of chrome ore, vitally important in the manufacture of 
high-grade steel. Turkey was a prime source of this strategic product In 
previous negotiations with the Turks, and through the Board of Economic 
Warfare’s preemptive buying program, we had succeeded in reducing these 
shipments, but they still continued in disturbing quantities. 

The President desired to send a personal letter to President Indnii 
requesting him to deny the Germans further access to Turkish chrome ore. 
This was (hatched in March, 1944, to Churchill and Stalin for their 
comment, and also Iiy air pouch to Steinhardt. Ambassador Winant in 
London cabled on the 19th that Mr. Churchill was very pleased to approve 
the letter, but the following day the President sent me a message to liim 
from the Prime Minister and asked: 

Could I get this straightened out as Churchill has asked me not to 
send my proposed message to Inonii? Did the latter go? What shall I say 
to Churchill? • F. D. R. 

Mr. Churchill stated that, after consultation with Eden, he suggested that 
the President’s letter be held in reserve lest the Turks interpret “so 
friendly a message” as a of weakening on the part of the Allies. 

I replied to the President on March 22 stating that we had tele- 
graphed Steinhardt not to deliver the letter until instructed to do so. I 
ala> informed the President that Steinhardt and the Briti^ Ambassador 
in Ankara bad been recommending for some time that mte or both of the 
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railroad bridges across the Maritsa River dividing Turkey from Bulgaria 
be destroyed by bombing or sabotage, which would stop some 8$ per cent 
of Turkish chrome ore deliveries to the Germans. 

German negotiators had now reached Ankara to arrange the renewal 
of the Turkish-German trade agreement expiring April 30, and the British 
proposed to us a strong joint statement by our two Ambassadors warning 
the Turks that further strategic material shipments to the Axis would lead 
to blockade measures much like those applied to other neutrals. I recom- 
mended to the President on April 4 that he suspend indefinitely the de- 
livery of his friendly letter to President Inonii. He agreed. 

Ambassador Steinhardt and British Ambassador Sir Hughe Knatch- 
bull-Hugessen presented identical notes on April 14 warning the Turks 
that if they made arrangements to furnish the Axis with essential war 
materials which we mentioned, including chrome ore, copper, iron, and 
steel, we would apply to Turkey blockade measures similar to those we 
had applied to other neutrals during the war. 

Six days later the Turkish Government announced its decision to 
embargo at once all exports of chrome to the Axis. Subsequent negotia- 
tions resulted in a Turkish decision, reported to us by Steinhardt on June 
16, to reduce immediately by 50 per cent the export to the Axis of the 
other commodities mentioned and to consult with the British and Amer- 
ican representatives in Ankara regarding transactions under the other 50 
per cent, with a view to reducing such exports still further where the Allies 
could provide the essential imports that Turkey would otherwise obtain 
from the Axis. 

We next turned our attention to inducing Turkey to sever diplomatic 
relations with the Axis. British Ambassador Halifax sent me an aide- 
mimoire dated June 23, 1944, stating that, in Eden’s opinion, the time' 
had come, in view of the opening of a Western Front, to press Turk^ to 
increase her assistance to the Allies by breaking off political and economic 
relations with Germany. Eden requested our support of such a move. 

I cabled Steinhardt on June 28, authorfeing him to support British 
representations to the Turkish Government for the severance of relations 
with Germany. Steinhardt reported on July 3 that Turkish Prime Minister 
Saracoglu informed him that the Turkish Government was prepared im- 
mediately to accede to this request but would like to receive British and 
American assurances that Turkey would be treated as a full Ally by 
Britain and would receive such assistance as was possible from the United 
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States and Britain with respect to war materials and to the disposition of 
surplus Turkish exports and the provision of essential Turkish imports. 

At this moment, however, a new factor entered the situation in the 
form of Russia. Ambassador Harriman cabled us from Moscow on June 
28 that Molotov had sent for him that evening and said that the proposed 
British request of Turkey, which Britain had communicated to the Soviet 
Government on June 25 with a request for Soviet support, was not in 
conformity with the Moscow Conference decisions in that it did not 
include Turkey’s entrance into the war. 

On July 10, the Soviet Charge, Alexander N. Kapustin, left with me 
an aide-mimoire from his Government. This took the position that the 
British, in their request to Turkey, had departed from the agreement 
reached immediately after the Moscow Conference and confirmed at the 
Tehran Conference whereby the three Powers would work jointly to bring 
Turkey into the war, and that the British had acted without Moscow’s 
concurrence. 

This aide-mimoire informed us of diplomatic exchanges between 
Turkey and Russia in May and June as a result of a Turkish proposal 
that an agreement between the two countries be signed for closer political 
cooperation, including security guarantees in the Balkans. The Soviet 
Government had replied that the only- way such an accord could be 
reached was for Turkey to enter the war against Germany. 

The Turkish Government meantime had drawn up draft notes to 
exchange with Britain providing for severance of diplomatic and com- 
mercial relations with Germany and for the assurances Turkey wanted to 
receive, and recognizing Turkey’s right, as a full Ally, to participate as an 
equal partner in the peace settlement. 

I cabled Ambassador Winant in London on July ii, asking for an 
immediate report on the British reaction to this proposed exchange. I said 
that undue delay in accepting the Turkish proposal might give rise to 
Turkish criticism that the British and we had not been sincere in request- 
ing the severance of relations, and would be even harder for the Soviet 
Government to understand since it thought that the request made of 
Turkey fell short of the Moscow and Tehran decisions. 

I authorized Winant to inform the Foreign Office that, contingent 
on the advice of the military authorities, we agreed in principle with the 
views of the Soviet Government; but that the Turkish Government, by 
making its severance of relations with Germany a preliminary step toward 
entrance into the war ver>* shortly, was in ,a position to bring about a 
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quicker end to the war; and that, if the Turks clearly understood, as 
Prime Minister Saracoglu himself had said, that the severance of relations 
was a first step toward active belligerency, there should be no question 
relative to the Moscow and Tehran decisions. I added that, from a long-, 
term view, it appeared probable that a useful friend might be found in 
a Turkey that had earned her participation in the peace negotiations. 

Unless an unequivocal and forthright reply to the Turkish proposal, 
worked out between the British and Russians along the lines of the general 
views I had outlined, was made without further delay, the Turks, I con- 
cluded, might he led, on their own, to sever relations and enter the war, 
thereby turning toward the East and pushing the Anglo-Turkish alliance 
into the background. 

On the following day the British Embassy handed Under Secretary 
Stettinius an aide-mimoire stating that the British Government did not 
favor the exchange of notes proposed by the Turks or a request to Turkey 
at that time to enter the war. Instead, they proposed to accept the Turkish 
agreement to sever relations and to give certain general assurances with 
respect to economic and military aid and Turkey’s position at the peace 
settlement. They asked our cooperation. 

The British aide-mimoire argued that the request for ‘severance of 
relations could be acted upon without delay, involved us in no military 
commitments, and would have nearly the same moral effect on Germany 
and in the Balkans as would a declaration of war, while providing a useful 
first step toward a declaration of war if this later became desirable. A 
request for a declaration of war, on the other hand, would involve long 
discussions relative to m0tary supplies, possibly extending beyond the 
period when Turkish belligerency would be of any use to the Allies. The 
British objected to the Turkish notes on the ground that they were too 
detailed and far-reaching. 

I sent this aide-ndmoire to Admiral Leahy on July 13, 1944, to 
obtain the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I said that on political 
grounds the State Department was inclined to accept the Britidi plan 
provided it was made clear to both the Turks and the Russians that the 
severance of relations between Turkey and Germany was regarded as only 
a first step toward active beHigerency. 

Immediate military returns, I pointed out, could be expected from 
the severance of relations. These included; high altitude flights over 
Turkey en route to Russia; expulsion from Turkey of some two thousand 
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Germans and other Axis agents; and the possible use of Turkish airfields 
as bases for strategic bombing and of Turkish harbors for naval operations. 

General Marshall replied for the Joint Chiefs on July 19, stating that 
from a military point of view it was desirable that Turkey sever relations 
as soon as practicable. With respect to the proviso that such action be 
regarded as only a first step toward active belligerency, however, the 
Joint Chiefs’ concurrence was subject to the reservation that, in taking 
this position, the United States should inform Turkey and our Allies that 
the United States was not thereby committed to military, naval, or air 
support of any campaign in the Balkans. The Joint Chiefs were also 
opposed to the division of any resources from the approved operations in 
Italy and the western Mediterranean. 

Upon receipt of this letter, I replied to the British aide-mimoire of 
July 12, agreeing with the British plan provided it was “made clear to the 
Turks that the severance of relations between Turkey and Germany is 
regarded as only a first step towards active belligerency.” We quoted the 
provisos set forth by the Joint Chiefs. 

On the same day, July 20, I cabled our Embassy at Ankara to this 
effect. I also authorized the Embassy to inform the Turks that we would 
do all we could within reason to alleviate the economic disturbances that 
a break in relations might produce. 

Two days later we replied to the Soviet note of July 10, saying that 
we considered the request to Turkey to break relations with Germany 
“only a first step toward active Turkish.belligerency” and had so informed 
the Britidi and Turkish Governments. We outlined the opinions expressed 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. We added that we did not regard the request 
to Turkey to break relations with Germany as a departure from our 
former position since we expected such action to be followed by Turkey’s 
entry into the war, “a development which this Government would wel- 
come.” We thought that bringing Turkey into the war in this manner had 
definite practical advantages which would inure to the benefit of the Allies. 
We said we would not, of course, regard Turkey as an Ally until she was 
in a state of war with Germany and that, should Turkey then rapress a 
desire to adhere to the United Nations Declaration, we would seek the 
views of the Soviet Government before taking any action. 

I,instructed Ambassador Harriman in Moscow on July 25 to make it 
absolutely clear to Soviet officials that we wished in every way to abide by 
the decisions taken at Moscow and Tehran, and the only question, so far 
as we were concerned, was how Turk^ mi^t most advantageously be 
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brought into the war. I suggested that, if the Russians regarded our sup. 
port of the step-by-step approach to active Turkish belligerency as a 
departure from the Moscow and Tehran decision to bring Turkey into the 
war as scon as possible, it might be well for Harriman to raise with 
Molotov fhe advisabihty of Anglo-Soviet-American discussions relative to 
the best way of implementing the earlier decision. 

The Soviet Government replied on July 27 to our aide-mimoire of 
July 22, stating its view that the Turkish Government’s proposed action 
relative to Germany came much too late and was unsatisfactory. It added 
that there was no essential significance to the discussion of half-measures, 
and that the Soviet Government therefore found it necessary to leave the 
Turkish Government to its own devices and to discontinue pressure on it. 

We cabled Ambassador Harriman on the same day, saying that, in 
view of this latest indication of Russian dissatisfaction with recent Turk- 
ish developments, it appeared^all the more opportune to suggest to Molo- 
tov the advisabihty of a frank Anglo-Soviet-American discussion. 

Harriman reported on July 30 that he had raised this question with 
Vice foreign Commissar Vishinski, whose reaction had not been encourag- 
ing. Harriman recommended that any further approach be postponed. He 
pointed out that, as things stood, the U.S.S.R. would share in any benefits 
from the Turkish action without having assumed any obligations toward 
Turkey in connection with the peace settlement, and that the Soviet Union 
had used the Anglo-American action without Soviet concurrence to free 
herself from the obligation taken at Moscow to act with the United States 
and Great Britain in matters pertaining to Turkey. Harriman added, 
however, that he had no indication of any specific Soviet plans relative to 
Turkey that would create difl 5 culties between us. 

The British and American representations at Ankara had the desired 
effect. On August 2, 1944, the Turkish Government broke off all political 
and commercial relations with Germany. Following the severance of rela- 
tions, the American Government made every effort to fulfill all its obliga- 
tions toward the Turks. We had in mind the fact that Turkey had long 
been a steadying influence in the Balkans and that a strong Turkey was 
likely to be a useful friend when Balkan matters came up for discussion in 
postwar conferences. It was not, however, until after the Yalta Conference 
in 1945 that Turkey entered the war and became eligible for opginal 
United Nations membership. 
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THROUGHOUT OUR PREOCCUPATIONS concerning rela- 
tions with Russia, with France, with the European neutrals; throughout 
our efforts to make diplomacy the right-hand partner of our armed forces; 
and throughout our work toward laying the bases for a postwar organiza- 
tion to keep the peace, we were incessantly plagued by the -dangerous, 
devious course of the Argentine Government. I have waited until reaching 
1944 in this narrative in order to deal with this thorny situation as a 
whole. 

What I had foreseen when I roundly berated Under Secretary Welles 
over the long-distance telephone to Rio de Janeiro in January, 1942, came 
to pass, despite Welles’s belief that everything would turn out all right. 
After the Argentine delegation went back to Buenos Aires from Rio, the 
Argentine Government, which never had any intention of severing rela- 
tions with the Axis, continued those relations. Argentina inevitably became 
a haven for Nazi representatives and spies, a center for their finance and 
plans. 

To me the tragedy of this situation lay in the fact, as I saw it, that 
the overwhelming majority of the Argentine people were wholeheartedly 
democratic, opposed the Axis at least in thought, and wanted no part of 
their country utilized by Axis agents to bring harm to the United Nations. 
But over them was a Government determined to rule by any methods in 
dictatorial fashion. I admired and respected President Dr. Roberto M. 
Ortiz, who on several occasions had shown a desire to work with us 
toward hemispheric solidarity. But very unfortunately for the whole hemi- 
sphere, Dr. Ortiz had become so ill that he bad relinquished his office in 
1941, for an indefinite period, and Dr. Ram6n S. Castillo, the Vice 
President, a man of different character, became Acting President. Dr. 
Castillo had aroused the uneasiness of most of the American Republics 
by his efforts seemingly to make his power supreme. 

During the spring of 1942 we received numerous reports of Axis 
propaganda and general activity m Argentina. On April 3, the State De- 
partmwit sent a list of these reports to Ambassador Norman Armour in 
Bqenos Aires, with instructions, if he thought well to do so, to express 
orally to Foreign Minister Enrique Ruiz Guinazu our Governmenf^s 
concern over the effect a continuation of such rumors might have. Armour 
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was one of the most capable, yet unpretentious, diplomats I found in our 
Foreign Service. Having character arid firmness, he was exceptionally well 
equiH>ed to fill any high position in that service. 

An Argentine military mission had arrived in the United States in 
December, 1941, to obtain military mat&riel, and was conducting nego- 
tiations with the War and Navy Departments. Prompted by us at the 
State Department, our military officials gave the Argentines to understand 
that preferential treatment in the furnishing of naval and military materiel 
would be given only to those who exposed themselves in adopting an 
out-and-out policy of solidarity with the United States- this, moreover, 
because we did not have matdriel enough to satisfy all the American 
Republics. 

The Navy Department wanted to maintain close relations with the 
Argentine Navy. If the Panama Canal were blocked, we would need 
passage through the Straits of Magellan. Also, the Argentine Navy, if 
friendly, might balance what was regarded as a generally antagonistic 
Argentine Army. This latter was imbued with German methods and many 
of its (^cers hero-worshipped the successful Wehrmacht leaders. 

We at the State Department suggested the insertion of clauses in the 
Navy agreement whereby the Argentines would aid in protecting shipping 
in the Atlantic between Argentina and the United States through a sjrstem 
of convoys. Late in April Foreign Minister Guinazu informed Ambassador 
Armour that this proposal implied the creation of a situation of belliger- 
ency which Argentina did not desire and for which she was not prepared. 
It was obvious that the Argentine Government wanted all the advantages 
from an association with the United States without assuming any of the 
responsibilities. 

Ji 7 e sent the Argentine Government a strong note on May 13 in \^ch 
we sincerely regretted that that Government was not disposed to collabo- 
rate effectively to further the cause in which nineteen of the American 
Republics (Chile likewise had not broken with the Axis) were actively 
cooperating. We disagreed with Argentina’s conclusion that the proposal 
implied creating a state of belligerency, saying that the history qf the last 
few years offered many instances of naval action taken by a neutral 
coimtry in protection of its shipping that did not result in a state of 
belligerency. We dted the example of the United States in that our Gov- 
eirimait for many months prior to the declaration of war by Germany and 
Italy had been taking dafly naval action to assure that its ships arrived 
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safely in many distant ports, and we had not become a belligerent as a 
result of that action. 

If our proposal, we continued, appeared like an exclusively Argentine 
obligation, it was because the nineteen other American Republics had 
already taken steps of far greater consequence and risk. Ten of them were 
at war with the Axis countries, and nine more had broken off diplomatic 
relations. In the absence of either action by Argentina, we said, this 
Government had hoped for some positive measures by Argentina that 
would persuade the other Republics that she was making her contribution 
to the maintenance of hemispheric solidarity, and therefore was entitled to 
share in the distribution of the armament available for the other Re- 
publics. 

Shortly thereafter Foreign Minister Guinazu disclosed the contents 
of this note to the Chamber of Deputies with the hope that the Chamber 
would support the intransigent position maintaine d by Dr. Castillo. 
His maneuver was without effect. 

At that moment the situation was almost upset entirely by a sudden 
move of Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau and his advisers. Morgen- 
thau often interfered in foreign affairs, and sometimes took steps directly 
at variance with those of the State Department. Since there was frequently 
a connection between foreign and financial affairs, he had in his hands 
monetary weapons which he brwdished in the foreign field from time to 
time, often without consulting the State Department. In this practice he 
ran a close race with Vice President Henry Wallace, formerly head of the 
Board of Economic Warfare. 

Morgenthau was particularly avid on the subject of freezing the 
credits of foreign countries in the United States. Now I suddenly became 
aware that .he was proposing to freeze Argentina’s funds in the United 
States, reported to amount to ?soo>ooo,ooo. Early in May the Treasury 
Department sent the Board of Economic Warfare a memorandum making 
this proposal. When a copy of it came to my hand, I sent it to the Presi- 
dent on May 14 with an accompanying note in which I said: 

“You will readily see that this proposes a complete reversal of the 
Good Neighbor Policy and a substitution of our old discredited policy of 
coercion and domination of South American countries by big stick meth- 
ods. Naturally, I am greatly surprised that this view would be seriously 
presented by any otho' governmental agency, for two reasons. One is that 
this raises purely a question of foreign policy, and the other is that it 
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would wipe out our Good Neighbor Policy, as stated, and substitute the 
big stick.” 

I urged the President to intervene at the earliest practicable time, 
especially in view of the fact that if this proposal became public it would 
have terrific repercussions all over South America. And I added that, from 
the type of some of the persons who were dealing with it, it was liable to 
become public at any time. 

The President did effectively intervene and prevent this drastic move. 
Morgenthau, however, did not give up the idea. 

We made another effort in June to induce the Argentine Government 
to work with us. The attitude of that Government had been further illus- 
trated on June 8, when it sent us a long prot^t against our black list 
warning American citizens against dealing with certain firms in Latin 
America known to have connections with the Axis. By way of reply, we 
instructed Ambassador Armour on June 12 to seek an early interview 
with Vice President Castillo and lay before him quite candidly the serious 
problems resulting from the attitude of his Government. Far from break- 
ing off diplomatic relations with the Axis, as the Rio Conference had 
recommended, the Argentine Government had just accepted a new Am- 
bassador from Japan. 

Our note recited numerous instances of Argentine territory being used 
as a base for Axis operations. The Argentine Government had failed to 
prevent group or individual activities detrimental to the security and 
welfare of the American Republics. Axis agents were openly engaged in 
espionage and other work to defeat our war effort. Other agents of the 
Axis were working to undermine democratic institutions. Newspapers, 
radio stations, and publishing houses were disseminating totalitarian 
propaganda. Argentina had become a communications center for the Axis 
nations. Each message and even ^ch word, we said, that the Argentine 
Government permitted to be transmitted to Axis nations, either directly 
or indirectly, might mean the loss of valuable material needed for the 
prosecution of the war, and, what was more, the loss of precious lives of 
citizens of the American Republics now engaged in defending the hemi- 
sphere. 

That same month, however, Castillo became President, the Argentine 
CcHtgress having accepted the resignation of Dr. Ortiz. 

Since the Argentine Ambassador, Don Felipe A. Espil, was going to 
Buenos Aires on leave, I had a lengthy oxiversation with him on August 
*3> * 942 j with the hope that he would present my views to his Govern- 
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ment I recalled to him the numerous statements I had made in the past 
to the effect that Hitler and Mussolini intended to become the overlords 
of Europe, and Tojo of Asia, and that these statements had come true. 
“All the countries of this hemisphere,” I added, “are in the same boat, and 
consequently common defense against military attacks or invasion is 
imperative. International guerrillas or bandits, such as Hitler, Mussolini, 
and Tojo, like individual bandits, never voluntarily abandon their occupa- 
tion. As for international bandits or desperadoes, who are backed by 
armies and navies and impelled by visions of personal glory, there is much 
less likelihood of their halting, to say nothing of abandoning, their policy 
of world conquest, which they have boldly avowed and conclusively 
proven both by words and acts,” 

The Argentine Chamber of Deputies on September 28 approved a 
resolution recommending a break in diplomatic relations with the Axis, 
but President Castillo forthwith’ informed the President of the Chamber 
that the conduct of foreign affairs rested with the Executive. 

When Ambassador Espil returned from Argentina, he came to see me 
on October 21, 1942, and gave me his conclusion that the people in 
Argentina were not war-minded and were continuing in their normal 
thoughts and actions. President Castillo, he thought, did not visualize the 
situation in its broader aspects. 

I commented that he, I, and others had been laboring for ten years 
to bring Argentina more closely into the Pan American family, but that all 
our work might now go for nought. “During our Civil War,” I recalled, 
“there were only two sides recognized by almost all people, and for fifty 
years after that war, when candidates ran for office, the public immediately 
demanded to know where they had stood in the war. If a person served 
on one side or the other, that was one thing, but those who were con- 
sidered as having got rich by staying out of the war were carefully omitted 
in all elections.” 

Sooner or later, I added, it would dawn on the people of Argentina, 
including the present high Government officials, that this was a world 
movement of conquest, that there were only two sides, and that from the 
viewpoint of enlightened self-interest every country like Argentina would 
realize the vital importance of having fallen into line at a proper stage. I 
emphasized that it was now reasonably certain that the Axis Powers could 
not and would not win. 

Ambassador Espil said that many of the people in Argentina did not 
know which way the war was going, and they were therefore wholly 
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inactive and more or less indifferent. The Argentine high officials were 
also in doubt as to the outcome and therefore were proceeding on the 
theory that it was as likely to go one way as the other, hence their course 
of inaction. 

It was a great tragedy, I said, that those statesmen did not look 
ahead just as we did during 1940, when we announced a policy of aiding 
Great Britain and the other countries attacked by the Axis, thereby 
defending ourselves before it was too late. 

During the first few days of November, 1942, we sent a series of 
memoranda to the Argentine Government giving dt further information 
that had come to us with regard to Nazi espionage and propaganda 
activities centering in Buenos Aires. Ambassador Espil came to me on 
November 9 to request, on behalf of his Government, that these memo- 
randa be not published. 

I replied that the Argentine Government was evidently derelict in 
stamping out subversive activities and now was compla,ining at this late 
date when my Government was attempting to give facts and figures that 
would help it wipe out such activities. The United States owed an 
obligation to the other American Republics to let them know what was 
occurring in Argentina in this respect. The present situation in Argentina, 
I concluded, had grown up under the rather peculiar policies of the Argen- 
tine Government, which was not in a good position to raise questions of 
publicity of facts and information such as we had gathered and turned 
over to it. 

Finally, Ambassador Espil said this was a very small matter and he 
hoped we could give it further attention. To this I replied that, since it 
was indeed a very small matter, the Argentine Government should not 
have raised the question in the fiirst place and certainly should not press 
it further. 

The Argentine Government did follow up our memoranda to a degree 
by arresting a number of the Axis agents we namfed. Nevertheless, despite 
the detailed evidence gathered from such agents, which cdhfirmed our 
memoranda in many points, the Argentine Government neglected to make 
the complete investigation we felt necessary in order to eliminate the 
subversive activities against which we were complaining. 

Accordingly, on January 13, 1943, 1 sent a circular to certain of our 
diplomatic missions in other American Republics, informing them of this 
situation, and stating that the dangerous activities we had brought to the 
attention of the Argentine Government were continuing. I said that the 
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United States Government would be failing in its duties to the other 
Governments of this hemisphere if it did not apprise them of the informa- 
tion in its possession with regard to the activities carried on by Axis agents 
on Argentine soil. We also sent copies to the Inter-American Emergency 
Advisory Committee for Political Defense which had been set up in 
Montevideo, 

We waited a few days before presenting this memorandum to the 
other American Republics in order to take full adv^tage of the fact that, 
on January 20, Chile broke diplomatic relations with Germany and Japan. 
The memorandum was handed to the Emergency Advisory Committee and 
to the Argentine Government on the following day. Two days latw the 
Argentine Foreign Office issued a communique reciting what had been done 
by the judicial authorities in Argentina, calling attention to the pending 
departure of the Naval Attache of the German Embassy in Buenos Aires, 
and declaring that the publication of our memorandum was considered 
“prejudicial and redundant.” 

But there was no blinking the fact that, with Chile’s rupture of 
relations with the Axis, Argentina was now the only Latin American Re- 
public which continued its ties with our enemies and thereby afforded 
them the OKJortunity and territory to carry on ffieir espionage, subversive 
activities, and the dispatch by wireless code of information concerning 
shipping in the Atlantic. 

Without bringing any pressure on Chile, we had earnestly sought to 
induce that country to sever relations with the Ads, while appreciating 
to the full the fears of the Chilean Government that its bng coastline 
pn the Pacific rendered it vulnerable to Axis naval attach. 

Unfortunately, our relations with Chile had had a setback in October, 
1942, as a result of a speech delivered by Under Secretary Welles in 
Boston in which he coupled Chile and Argentina together and urged them 
not to permit their brothers and neighbors in the Americas to be stabbed 
in the back by Axis emissaries operating in the territory of the two coun- 
tries. At that moment Present Rios of Chile had been planning a visit to 
the United States in consequ^ce of an invitation sent him by President 
Roosevelt on August 13. He immediately wrote the President postponing 
his visit. 

Ambassador Claude Bowers reported to us from Santiago, Chile, 
that the general reaction there was one of indignation, that our friends 
there considered the allusions inopportune psychologically, with Rios 
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about to leave for the United States, and that all sections of opinion would 
rally to the support of the Chilean President. In Washington Chilean 
Ambassador Michels called on President Roosevelt and read to him a 
message protesting against Welles’s address as offending the dignity of 
Chile. The President replied that he still hoped very much that President 
Rios would make the visit so that they could sit down like brothers 
together and discuss all the problems in which our two countries were 
interested. 

President Roosevelt’s friendly attitude and our diplomatic efforts 
bridged this tense moment, as was evidenced by Chile’s severance of 
diplomatic relations with the Axis on January 20. We resumed discussions 
with the Chilean Government for President Rios’s visit, but in 1943 plans 
were canceled because of new developments in Argentina, and again in 
1944 because of Rios’s illness. 

Chile’s cutting off of relations with the Axis had no apparent effect on 
Argentina. That Government continued to act in negligent fashion toward 
the ever dangerous activities of Axis representatives, open and hidden. 
Then suddenly on June 4, 1943, a military revolutionary committee over- 
turned the Castillo Government, and General Pedro Ramirez, Minister of 
War in the Castillo Cabinet, became President, with Admiral Segundo 
Storni as Foreign Minister. We recognized the new Government on 
June II. 

In conversations with Ambassador Armour, Ramirez and Storni 
indicated that, given a comparatively short time in which to prepare the 
countiy, the new Government intended to break relations with the Axis. 
Ramirez thought this would be done by August 15 at the latest. The 
Argentine Government, they said, intended to implement a policy of close 
inter-American cooperation based upon the inter-American pacts in force. 

Taking up this last phrase, we outlined to Ambassador Armour on 
June 18 some of the steps we thought the new Argentine Government 
should take if it meant to offer convincing evidence of its sincerity. These 
were: to break diplomatic relations with the Axis; to take additional steps 
to prohibit the use of code for radio communications; to control effectively 
subversive activities; to stop leaks of funds -and strategic materials to the 
Axis; to control clandestine radio stations within Argentina; to control 
press and radio propaganda within Argentina along with newsprint to 
Axis organs; to supervise carefully both civil and commercial aviation; to 
control foreign funds; to cooperate more effectively with regard to our 
black list of Axis-connected firms; to cut off financial and commercial 
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relations with the Axis; to cooperate more generally with respect to ship- 
ping; to complete pending oil negotiations so that Argentine oil would be 
made available to Uruguay, Paraguay, and southern Brazil; to cooperate 
with respect to the export of fats and oils and the use of northbound 
tankers, to reduce sharply the amount of pesos then being made available 
to the Axis Embassies. 

All these steps could be justified on the basis of inter-American 
accords which Argentina had signed but had never really carried out. The 
fact that we had to list so many indicated the extent to which Argentina 
was still maintaining relations of all kinds with the Axis. 

It was not long, however, before we saw that the new Argentine 
Government was not likely to prove any more friendly and cooperative 
than its predecessor. The Argentine Minister of Finance said to Ambassa- 
dor Armour on July 18 that President Ramirez was upset over information 
that the United States Government was no longer interested in seeing 
Argentina break relations with the Axis because it was too late to do any 
good. Armour pointed out to him the inconsistency between Ramirez’s 
feeling upset at our reported indifference and the insistence both by Rami- 
rez and by Foreign Minister Storni that there must be no evidence of 
pressure on our part. Armour added that, if the report that Ramirez 
received had any basis in fact, then surely this was the best evidence that 
the United States was not exerting pressure. I cabled Armour on July 23 
that we thoroughly approved of the way he had handled this point. 

Armour cabled on July 22 that those elements in Argentina opposed 
to a break of relations with the Axis were using as an argument in favor 
of their position the Allied bombing of railroad yards in Rome, and were 
stressing that United States and British armies would be used as a 
bulwark against Communism in Europe and that Argentina was already 
doing her share toward the cause by suppressing Communism in her 
territory. Armour suggested that, if the break in relations with the Axis 
did not come shortly in accordance with the assurances given him by 
Ramirez and Storni, he should ask for his return to Washington. 

I cabled Armour on July 27, suggesting that he leave for Washington 
within a fortnight, depending on local circumstances. The President and I 
had become increasingly concerned by the trend of developments in 
Argentina; we desired to reexamine the whole question of our relations 
with Argentina, and we felt that Armour’s presence in Washington would 
be invaluable for this purpose. 

When Armour saw Foreign Minister Storni on July 29 to inform him 
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that he had been requested to go to Washington for consultation, he asked 
Storni for a clear statement of Argentina’s position, preferably in writing, 
before he left. He reminded Storni of Ramirez’s promise of a break with 
the Axis by Augqst 15. He also pointed out to Storni that Ramirez’s and 
Storm’s promises of cooperation against the Axis had not been put into 
effect, and he called attention to the action the Ramirez Government was 
taking against pro-democratic organizations in Argentina on the alleged 
ground of Communist affiliation. 

Storni replied that Ramirez had decided, in view of soundings he had 
made among army officers, that he could not break relations with the Axis 
without serious repercussions. Mussolini having resigned a few days before, 
Storni said the Italian collapse had now made a' break with the Axis 
impossible, that it was too late, that Argentina had missed the bus, and 
that to break now would be a cowardly act. 

Armour gave us his oi^on that the pro-Axis elements in the army 
had secured control, that the Government was gradually weeding out the 
anti-Axis officers in the army, and that the decision not to break relations 
with the Axis had been made before the fall of Mussolini. 

Foreign Minister Storni now wrote me a letter on August 5, ex^aining 
Argentina’s position. This arrived the middle of the month, at a time when 
we were receiving reports that the Argentine Government was ^ding 
military emissaries to Uruguay, Bolivia, and Chile in an endeavor to win 
over the armies in those countries to the Argentine point of view. Prolixly 
Storni eiqplained why Argentina could not break with the Axis. Indicative 
of the ^e of thinking going on in the Arg^tme Government was his 
statement that the Argentine conscience could not be forced with a view 
to leading it coldly and without any inunediate motive to the breaking of 
relations with the Axis. With the Axis inexorably facing defeat, he said, 
this unexpected rupture would put Argentine chivalry to a hard test. And 
he recalled the judgment that Italy merited when, in a similar situation, 
it took its position against defeated France. 

Storni denied that the Ramirez Administration was totalitarian or 
sympathetic to the Axis. He emphasized that Argentina was aiding the 
United Nations by exporting supplies to them. 

In my reply on August 30 I contested each of Stomi’s contentions. I 
quoted the text of the Declaration at Rio, which Argentina had signed, 
recommending the breaking of relations with the Axis, and reminded him 
that, with the exception of Argentina, all the American R^ublics had 
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severed diplomatic relations with Japan, Germany, and Italy, and thirteen 
of them were at war with the Axis. 

I mentioned that Resolution XVII adopted at Rio provided for a 
concerted effort to discover and combat subversive activities, but that it 
was notorious that Axis agents in Argentina had been and were engaging 
in systematic espionage which had cost the United Nations ships and lives. 

I cited Resolution XL adopted at Rio which recommended that each 
American Republic close all radiotelephone and radiotelegraph communi- 
cation with the Axis, except for official communications of the American 
Governments. Argentina, I pointed out, was the only one of the twenty- 
one American Republics now permitting radiotelephone and radiotelegraph 
communications with Japan, Germany, and Italy. 

I expressed my astonishment at Storni^s statement that for the 
Argentine Government to fulfill these obligations would afford grounds for 
the belief that such action was taken under the pressure or threat of 
foreign agents. The obligations in question, I said, were freely entered into 
by all the American Republics and had been carried out by all except 
Argentina. 

Admitting that the products of Argentine agriculture and mining 
had been of the greatest value to the cause of the United Nations, I com- 
mented that equitable prices had been paid for them. The United Nations, 
I said, had consistently refused to take advantage of the fact that, thanks 
to their military and naval efficiency, tixesy were the only^major markets 
open to Argentina. 

Taking up Stomi’s suggestion that the United States should supply 
airplanes, replacement parts, armaments, and machinery in order to restore 
Argentina to a position of equilibrium with respect to other South Amer- 
ican countries, I said: “I must point out emphatically that questions of 
military and naval equilibrium as between American Republics are surely 
inconsistent with the inter-American doctrine of the peaceful settlement 
of international dilutes to which so many practical contributions have 
been made by Argentine statesmen.” 

I concluded that, since Argentina, both by words and actions, had 
indicated clearly that Argentine armed forces would not be used to for- 
ward the cause of the security of the New World, and thereby the vital 
war interests of the United States, it would be impossible for the President 
to furnish arms and munitions to Argentina under the Lend-Lease Act. 

Finally, I regretted that Argentina's failure to comply with her inter- 
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American commitments was depriving her of the opportunity to participate 
in the postwar studies of the United Nations. 

While I was at the Moscow Conference, Secretary of the Treasury 
Morgenthau made another effort to block Argentine credits in the United 
States. Ambassador Armour was likewise recommending the same step, 
although in a modified form. Under Secretary Stettinius cabled me that 
the Department opposed this move on the grounds that the proposal had a 
political objective, namely, the upsetting of the Argentine Government, 
rather than an economic-warfare purpose, and that it was likely that it 
would have the opposite effect. It would strengthen the Aigentine Govern- 
ment because of the supersensitivity of the Argentines to any suggestion 
of outside pressure. It would have a bad effect in other American coun- 
tries, it probably would not have British support, and it might produce 
retaliatory action that would affect our imports of vitally needed ma- 
terials from Argentina. Stettinius said that the Treasury was pressing the 
proposal vigorously, but the Department recommended that the Argentine 
Government be allowed to stew in its own juice for the time being 

I cabled Stettinius from Moscow on October 28 that I agreed with 
his position and reasoning on the question. The President decided that 
the blocking proposal should be tabled for the time being but reviewed 
every week or so. 

A few weeks after my return from Moscow, a hew complication was 
suddenly added to the Argentine situation when a revolution in Bolivia 
overturned the Government of President Penaranda on December 20 and 
installed Major Gualberto Villarroel as President. There were substantial 
indications that the revolution had been engineered with German money 
and by Nazi and Argentine agents operating from bases in Argentina. 

The new Bolivian Government on December 21 issued a statement 
that Bolivia would remain aligned with the United Nations and would 
faithfully carry out her inter-American commitments. On the following 
d^iy, however, I stated the attitude of the United States Government by 
saying that considerations for the security of the hemisphere and for the 
war effort of the United Nations had first importance in any matter of 
this character. I raised the question whether outside influence unfriendly 
to the Allied cause played any part in the revolution, and said- ‘Tt must 
never be forgotten that the hemisphere is at present under sinister and 
subversive attack by the Aids, assisted by some elements from within the 
hemisphere itself,” 

A few days after the Bolivian revolt, the Inter-American Emergency 



THE BAD NEIGHBOR 


1389 


Advisory Committee for Political Defense at Montevideo agreed upon a 
declaration that recognition should he withheld from any new American 
Government that was brought into being by force during wartime until 
consultations had been held among the American Republics to determine 
whether the new Government was complying with -the inter-American 
undertakings for the defense of the continent, I agreed on January 6 to 
this procedure. On the foUowing day I stated that the information now 
avaUable increasingly strengthened the belief that forces outside Bolivia 
and unfriendly to the defense of the American Republics had inspired 
and aided the Bolivian revolution. 

The revolt in Bolivia now led to the next major development in 
Argentina— the severance of relations with the Axis— which in turn led 
to the overthrow of the Ramirez Government and the ingfaiiatinn of one 
still more dangerous. 



100: Break with Argentina 

AS EVIDENCE ACCUMULATED that Argentine officials 
had been implicated in the overthrow of the Bolivian Government, my 
associates and I drew up and sent the President a memorandum on Janu- 
ary 8, 1944, saying: 

“The recent revolution in Bolivia has produced deep anxiety among 
the other South American countries because of their belief that it had the 
sympathy and support of the Argentine Government. They are fearful 
that Argentina may have plans to encourage similar revolutions elsewhere. 

“I share this concern and believe that we should take all proper 
and effective steps to support these countries, some of which have declared 
war and others broken relations with the Axis. The Good Neighbor Policy 
and our war effort mi^t be seriously jeopardized otherwise.’^ 

I suggested that a step that would have a most healthy psychological 
effect would be to provide Brazil with certain additional arms and equip- 
ment. This would show the Brazilian Government and people that we 
were standing behind them in a realistic way and would permit Brazil 
to move forward with her preparations to send an expeditionary force 
overseas. 

“The effect in neighboring countries,” I continued, “would be salu- 
tary. In particular, Paraguay and Uruguay, both of which border on both 
Argentina and Brazil, would feel reassured. 

“The present military gang in control of Argentina would understand 
at once the import of this action.” 

I concluded by recommending that he strongly urge the Munitions 
Assignment Board to assign to Brazil such additional arms and equip- 
ment as the War Department might feel it could spare without impairment 
to combat operational requirements. 

The President sent this back to me with his O.K. written on it. Then 
on January 12 he sent me a memorandum which he began by saying: 

“During the last two or three days, I have had several conversations 
in regard to Argentina, Bolivia, and neighbors which make me more dis- 
turbed in regard to the future. It is not yet proved in the sense that 
we have full documentary evidence, but I believe that the* plot is more 
widespread than most people believe; that it has direct ramifications in 
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Paraguay and that a great deal of preliminary work has been done in 
Uruguay, Chile, and Peru. 

“Therefore, I am in hearty accord with the thought that this trend 
should be nipped in the bud and that we should proceed with the Argen- 
tine in strong ways.” 

At the same time, he said, he thought it essential that we make a 
move at once to build up Brazil’s strength. “This,” he added, “should 
cover American arms and munitions and possibly more Army instructors, 
so as to give Brazil an effective fighting force near the Argentine border 
such as two or three divisions of motorized regiments.” 

He hlso suggested that we let Braidl have some Lend-Lease cargo 
ships to take the place of the many Brazilian ships that had been sunk. 

“It would be possible,” he concluded, “to pursue one of two courses 
—either announce the whole thing publicly, or let it leak out— which 
would occur in a very short time.” 

I thereupon sent Secretary of War Stimson and Admiral Emory S. 
Land, Administrator of the War Shipping Administration, copies of the 
President’s and my memoranda so that action could be taken to carry 
out Mr. Roosevelt’s wishes. 

The Argentine Government of General Ramfrez was shaken, as 1944 
began, by two facts. One was the knowledge that we had detailed informa- 
tion connecting Argentine nationalists with the revolution in Bolivia. The 
other was the scandalous revelations that came out in the case of a Ger- 
man agent, Osmar Hellmuth, arrested at Trinidad by the British. Hell- 
muth was serving as a go-between from members of the Argentine Govern- 
ment to the German Government as the Ramirez Cabinet sought to obtain 
arms and technicians from Germany. 

Ramirez’s new Foreign Minister, General Alberto Gilbert, saw Am- 
bassador Armour on January 24 and commented that the Hellmuth case 
was proof that the German Government had broken a promise it had made 
to the Argentine Government that it would not abuse Argentine hospitality 
by engaging in espionage or subversive activities. Consequently, he said, 
the Argentine Government had definitely decided to break relations with 
Germany within a few days, and also with Japan if it were shown that 
Japan had taken part in espionage. Gilbert asked that no action be taken 
in the meantime by our Government giving rise to any interpretation 
that pressure was bdng applied. 

Ambassador Armour informed Gilbert that we had planned to make 
a declaration against recognizing the Bolivian Junta and that this would 
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include references to Argentina’s having been the focal point not only 
against Bolivia but also against other neighboring countries. Gilbert 
pleaded that this be stopped in view of his promise of an early break of 
relations with Germany. Armour pointed out our disappointment over a 
similar promise made by President Ramirez and Gilbert’s predecessor, 
Admiral Storni, the previous July. 

Armour stressed to the Foreign Minister that he must realize that 
our Government knew of the participation of Argentine nationalists and 
others in pro-Axis subversive activities in neighboring countries, and that 
just breaking relations with Germany would mean little without stem 
action against Nazi collaborationists. Gilbert insisted that automatically 
with the rupture of relations his Government would take stern measures 
against all those guilty of subversive activities. 

When Armour’s telegram reached me I took it at once to the Presi- 
dent. Mr. Roosevelt had already agreed with me on issuing the statement 
publicly declaring that Argentina was the base for hostile subversive 
groups which were trying to create disturbances within the governments 
of other American Republics. We now agreed, however, that, in view of 
Gilbert’s promise of a rupture of relations with the Axis, we should delete 
this reference to Argentina and confine ourselves solely to nonrecognition 
of the Bolivian regime. 

I cabled Armour immediately, and he informed Gilbert of our deci- 
sion later in the day. Gilbert appeared much relieved. Armour again 
said to him, however, that a brpak of relations with Germany, unless ac- 
companied by stem action against Nazi agents and Argentine nationalists, 
would not be sufficient. Gilbert insisted that his Government would pro- 
ceed vigorously against all those implicated in the Hellmuth case and 
against Axis spies. He said their investigations proved us right and them 
wrong: that Nazi espionage was going on in the Argentine, and they pro- 
posed to admit it. Armour pointed out that, serious as this phase was, 
the plotting of the Argentine nationalists was equally serious and must 
be stopped to convince us of the Argentine Government’s cooperation in 
defending the hemisphere. 

I cabled Armour on January 25 that his action had the Department’s 
complete approval, I said we welcomed the forthcoming rupture because 
we thought it of considerable military value in that it would afford Ger- 
many one fewer means of conducting espionage, sabotage, and subversive 
activities in the Americas. For this reason we were deferring the publica- 
tion of the statement we had had in mind. 
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In the cable I pointed out that Argentina’s contemplated action did 
not fulfill all her inter-Amencan promises, although it was a belated in- 
dication of her realization of the dangerous nature of Axis activities, which 
had made necessary the adoption and carrying out of these commitments 
by all the American Republics. We expected, I said, to continue our pro- 
gram to hinder pro-Axis activities in Argentina and discourage anti-Allied 
movements in neighboring countries, with Argentine and Axis support, 
unless the Argentine Government completely reoriented its policy toward 
the Axis and identified its policy with that of the other American Re- 
publics. 

We therefore stated that Argentina’s change of heart could be 
demonstrated only by taking certain steps. These were: to make available 
to our intelligence services and those of our Allies the full results of 
Argentine investigations into the recently discovered spy ring, because 
we believed that a full disclosure would implicate persons high in the 
Argentine Government; to prevent Axis diplomats and officials from 
carrying on their activities while awaiting exchange; to close all channels 
which might be utilized by the Axis after the closing of the Axis diplo- 
matic missions; to sever completely telecommunications with Germany 
and Japan; to implement fully the Rio and Washington conference agree- 
ments on financial and economic controls; to stop the activities of Argen- 
tine individuals and groups who had been cooperating closely with the 
Axis. 

We were particularly concerned over the information that influential 
persons and groups within the Government were stimulating and assisting 
movements to overthrow the Governments of their neighbors who were 
friendly to the Allied cause and to replace them with Governments which 
had Axis support. We instructed Ambassador Armour to make certain 
that our attitude was immediately understood, particularly by President 
Ramirez, so as to avoid misunderstandings after the rupture of relations 
with the Axis had taken place. 

Foreign Minister Gilbert cabled me on January 26, 1944, that the 
Argentine Government that day had issued a decree severing diplomatic 
relations with Germany and Japan, as a result of having proved the 
existence of a system of espionage for the benefit of those two countries 
that threatened Argentina’s national sovereignty and the security of the 
Continent. 

I cabled Gilbert on the same day that it was particularly gratifying 
to learn of this important step toward preserving the security and solidarity 
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of the American nations. I said I was equally confident that it would 
result in an ever increasing collaboration and unity between our respective 
countries. 

When, however, I received the Argentine Charge d’Affaires, Don 
Rodolfo Garcia Arias, the following day, after saying I was most pleased 
to learn from him what our Ambassador had been told in Buenos Aires 
to the effect that there would be a complete housecleaning, I added that 
if the important actions should be too long delayed the reaction in this 
country would be highly unfavorable, especially in view of the fact that 
his Government had been known to be pro-Axis in many vital respects. I 
stressed the extreme importance of making the housecleaning as thorough 
and expeditious as possible so as to leave no chance for misunderstanding 
in this and other Allied countries. 

When the new Argentine Ambassador, Adrian Escobar, made his 
first call upon me on February 3, I tried to leave no doubt in his mind 
that, while I felt that Argentina was definitely progressing in the right 
direction, her position was by no means as yet identical with that of the 
other Republics. I expressed delight at Argentina’s breaking off relations 
with the Axis and full confidence that the Argentine Government would 
proceed to a complete housecleaning and the elimination of all Axis influ- 
ences. I added that with such a background of the situation the Ambassa- 
dor would surely understand that in our press and public opinion skepti- 
cism regarding the intentions of his Government was bound to continue, 
but I hoped that these expressions of sk^ticism would in no way dis- 
courage the Argentme Government from pursuing the course to which 
Ambassador Escobar said it was now committed. 

The Ambassador denied that the Argentine Government had any 
desire to intervene in the affairs of its neighbors; but he commented that 
in many Governments, and particularly in one situated as the Argentine 
Government was, there were likely to be persons who, while not in a posi- 
tion of authority, acted as if they possessed both influence and authority. 
He said these persons were liable to be eliminated soon either from nat- 
ural causes or through drastic action by the authorities. 

The drastic action, however, came from another direction. A group of 
comparatively junior army ofiBcers in Buenos Aires took possession of the 
Foreign Ministry on February 15, ousted President Ramirez and installed 
General Edelmiro Farrell as ‘‘Vice President in exercise of the Executive 
power.” The coup d’etat was the work of a military clique reputed to be 
more pro-Axis and anti-American than the Ramirez administration. These 
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officers, headed by a group of colonels, of whom Juan Domingo Peron was 
one, were angered by Ramirez’s rupture of relations with the Axis and 
feared that he might go still further and declare war against Germany 
and Japan. General Farrell formally assumed the office of President on 
March lo. 

The overthrow of the Ramirez Government faced us at once with the 
question whether to recognize the new Government. In accordance with 
the procedure recommended by the Emergency Advisory Committee for 
Political Defense, with headquarters at Montevideo, it was of course 
necessary for the American Republics to consult with one another before 
granting recognition to a new Government created by force. While these 
consultations were under way, Acting Secretary Stettinius announced on 
March 4 — I was out of the city at the time — that Ambassador Armour 
had been instructed to refrain from entering into official relations with 
the new regime pending developments. By “developments” we meant ac- 
tions that would show the true attitude of the Farrell regime toward 
suppressing Axis activities in Argentina. It was unlikely that General 
Farrell would undertake to resume the relations with Germany and Japan 
which had been broken by his predecessor, but It seemed equally unlikely 
that he would carry out Ramirez’s promises of stern action against Axis 
agents in Argentina and Argentine nationalists who were stirring up 
trouble in neighboring countries. 

Some weeks of careful watching of the situation in Argentina followed. 
We had an Ambassador in Buenos Aires, but no formal relations with the 
new Farrell regime. During this time we maintained close contact with 
the other American Republics to arrive at a common viewpoint. Bolivia, 
Paraguay, and Chile, who were all close to Argentina, decided to continue 
relations with the new regime on the ground that, since Farrell had been 
Vice President under Ramirez, his was really not a new government. But 
all the*" other Republics held aloof from the Farrell regime. 

Indicative of the confusion and fear into which the known designs 
and efforts of the Argentine Government had thrown neighboring coun- 
tries was a conversation I had with the Uruguayan Ambassador, Dr. Juan 
Carlos Blanco, on March 20, 1944. Dr, Blanco said his Government de- 
sired to send an expert to investigate the River Plate section from a mili- 
tary viewpoint. He had in mind defense against a possible invasion from 
Argentina. He also earnestly requested more ships for Uruguay. 

I took up with Dr. Blanco the argument being advanced in Buenos 
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Aires that refusal to recognize the Farrell regime constituted intervention 
in Argentina. 

‘*No Government/’ I said, ‘‘known to be sympathetic to the Axis 
which has come into power by forcing out a preceding Government like- 
wise known to have had Axis sympathies has the remotest right to invoke 
the doctrine of nonintervention to protect a seething mass of German 
intrigue and plotting within its boundaries, and to some extent within 
the Government. It’s a travesty on the doctrine of nonintervention for 
any Government or a group of military officials who are the real power 
behind it to deny all their sister nations the right of self-defense by at- 
tempting to shield behind the doctrine of nonintervention a notorious 
state of pro-Axis activities within their boundaries.” 

I remarked that the British Government had completely blocked off 
Ireland from the world on account of the possibility — emphasized 
‘‘possibility” — of German espionage occurring within its borders. This, I 
said, was in striking contrast to the situation in the Argentine, where there 
existed in fact a notorious and confessed hotbed of German intrigue in 
support of the Axis Powers and against the Allied nations. While this 
element, I concluded, was seeking the complete protection of the Allies, 
it was also helping the Axis Powers by pretending to invoke the doctrine 
of nonintervention and expecting the other nations to extend full diplo- 
matic recognition or run the risk of being charged with intervention. 

Dr. Blanco said he agreed completely with this view. 

During the spring of 1944, as we carefully watched developments in 
the Farrell regime, we were more and more alarmed by their character- 
istics of antagonism to the United States and most of the other American 
Republics and of sympathy and aid for the Axis. The new Foreign Minis- 
ter insisted to Ambassador Armour that recognition had to be accorded 
to this regime before it would carry out the promises made by the Ramirez 
Government that the break with the Axis would be implemented. The 
Farrell r%ime gave Axis diplomats the run of the country; it set at liberty 
Axis spies and agents arrested by the Ramirez Government following the 
breaking of relations; it gave large official contracts to Axis firms and 
requisitioned critical materials from firms friendly to the Allies; it sup- 
ported a string of pro-Axis newspapers. In all possible ways the Farrell 
regime sought to install a Fascist dictatorship in Argentina by controlling 
the press, courts, schools, and key institutions, and nullifying or impair- 
ing basic civil rights. It bent all efforts toward military rearmament, and 
the Minister of War indicated publicly that military power would be 
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coupled with diplomacy to achieve the Argentine Government's political 
objectives. Bad as had been the Castillo and Ramirez Governments, the 
Farrell regime was worse. 

In the face of these developments we could not remain inactive. 
Silence gave a species of acquiescence in the dangerous course of the 
Farrell regime, and we had no intention to acquiesce. 

After consulting with the President, who readily gave his approval, I 
had a comprehensive summary prepared of all developments in Argentina 
since the Farrell regime had come into power. This we sent to the other 
American Republics (except Argentina and Bolivia) and to Great Britain 
on June 22. 

In this memorandum we said that the time had come to break the 
impasse over Argentina, and as a fiist step we had decided to recall our 
Ambassador from Buenos Aires. Shortly thereafter, we said, we intended 
to begin an exchange of views through diplomatic channels to arrive at 
future common action. We instructed our Chiefs of Mission to see the 
President and Foreign Minister of the country to which they were ac- 
credited and, in advising them of our position, to state that in our opinion, 
if all the Chiefs of Mission remaining in Buenos Aires were to be brought 
home within the next two weeks, a most forceful reaction would be im- 
pressed on the Argentine regime. 

On the same day we recalled Ambassador Armour from Buenos 
Aires. 

The other American Republics expressed imqualified agreement with 
our memorandum. Taking similar action to ours, they, and Britain, re- 
called their Ambassadors in Buenos Aires for consultation. 

During the following days I talked to a number of the Latin Ameri- 
can Ambassadors to emphasize the points we had made in the memo-* 
randum of June 22. To Mexican Ambassador Dr. Don Francisco Castillo 
Najera and Brazilian Ambassador Carlos Martins I said on June 23 that, 
if the American nations complied with the Argentine Government's request 
for recognition, they would give encouragement, prestige, and strength to 
that Government in its sympathetic and more dangerous relations with 
the Axis Powers. They would, in effect, be ratifying its acts, both in 
deserting its sister nations and in aligning itself more or less with the 
enemy. I had spoken in a similar vein to Colombian Ambassador Dr. Don 
Gabriel Turbay three days before. 

The day after our circular telegram of June 22 and our recall of 
Ambassador Armour, Argentina's isolation was rendered still more marked 
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by the recognition of the new Government of Bolivia by the other nine- 
teen Republics. 

Six months had passed since the revolution in Bolivia had over- 
thrown the Government of General Penaranda and installed that of Gen- 
eral VillarroeL Throughout that time we were in constant consultation 
with the other American Republics. These had taken the same step we 
had in withholding recognition from Villarroel. Naturally the Argentine 
Government had recognized the Villarroel Government very soon after 
it came into being with the aid of extreme Argentine nationalists and 
Nazi agents. 

These six months were a remarkable demonstration of the solidarity 
of the American Republics, with the exception of Argentina. Nineteen 
Republics held fast together in refusing to recognize the new Bolivian 
Government. That Government knew what it had to do to obtain recog- 
nition, and in view of the impressive demonstration of unanimity on the 
part of the other Republics, it gradually proceeded to do it. 

Villarroel rid his administration of the known Nazi sympathizers 
who had helped boost him to power. His Government expropriated Axis 
business firms and arranged to expel the most active Axis nationals. He 
called a national election for July. He publicly made known his sympathies 
with the United Nations (Bolivia was legally at war with the Axis), and 
he took positive steps to show it, such as increasing the production of 
strategic materials and making them available for the general war effort. 

At the beginning of May, with the President's approval, I requested 
Avra Warren, who was on his way to Panama City as Ambassador to 
Panama, to proceed to La Paz, Bolivia, and make a special report on the 
situation there to see whether we might be warranted in extending recog- 
nition. 

In a telegram to the other American Republics — except Argentina — 
1 said that they would be informed of Warren’s estimate of the situation, 
but that our position remained what it had been; namely, that no change 
should be made without full exchange of views with all the other Repub- 
lics except Argentina. Mexico and Cuba now sent special representatives 
of their own to La Paz to make a survey on the spot. 

Warren made an extensive report recommending recognition. I sent 
copies of the full report to the eighteen other Republics on June 2. 

Brazilian Foreign Minister Aranha had been disturbed at my sending 
Warren to Bolivia. Since Bolivia was a next-door neighbor, he felt Brazil 
should have had some part in such a mission. But like the broad-gauged, 
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farseeing statesman he was he continued his wholehearted cooperation 
with us. 

After a number of diplomatic exchanges, nineteen American Repub- 
lics, including the United States, agreed to recognize the Bolivian Govern- 
ment on June 23, a date proposed by Mexico. 

I suggested to them in telegrams on June 17 that, to accent the united 
character of the action of the interested Governments, we should all in- 
corporate in public announcements a statement that our decision followed 
upon full consultations with the other interested Republics in accord with 
the pertinent recommendations of the Committee for Political Defense 
at Montevideo. This was accordingly done. 

Throughout the six months of debate over the Bolivian regime, our 
only criterion in considering whether to recognize it or not was whether 
it was a danger or a help to the security of the hemisphere. When it came 
into power with Argentine and Axis assistance, it was a danger. After the 
Villarroel administration took a series of positive steps, it became a help. 

But the question of Argentina still remained. 
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RECOGNITION OF the Bolivian Government did not afiFect 
our position and that of the other American Republics toward Argentina. 
.The Government of General Farrell still had associated with it prominent 
Nazi sympathizers and collaborators. It still had taken no real steps to 
purge the country of Axis influence and to make Argentina a positive fac- 
tor in hemispheric defense. 

The reaction of the Farrell regime to our circular telegram of June 22 
and the recall of the American Republics’ and Britain’s Ambassadors 
from Buenos Aires was in keeping with its previous attitude and acts. It 
delivered to us, through the Chilean Charge in Washington, two memo- 
randa to outline the steps taken by the Castillo, Ramirez, and Farrell 
Governments ostensibly to aid the United Nations and to implement the 
break in relations with the Axis. The memoranda were pitiful arguments 
because in themselves they tended to prove that the Farrell regime had 
done little -or nothing to implement the action taken by the Ramirez 
Government. 

Having received a suggestion from Paraguay that that Government 
and other American Governments might mediate between Argentina and 
the United States, I cabled Asuncion on July 21 that the issue, arising 
from the desertion of the Allied cause by Argentina, involved all the 
Americas and was not one between the United States and Argentina alone. 
As between the United States Government and the regime in Argentina, 
I said, there could be no mediation. 

The previous day I had sent out another circular telegram to our 
diplomatic missions in Latin America, except Buenos Aires, further out- 
lining our position toward the Argentine regime. The President and I now 
decided that we should incorporate this and the circular telegram of June 
22 in a full and public statement of our views regarding the Argentine 
regime. This we did on July 26, 1944. 

Pointing out the enormous sacrifices the United States was making 
in the common American cause, and the full and wholehearted support 
of that cause by the other American Republics, we said: 

*^At this most critical moment in the history of the American Repub- 
lics, the Government of one great Republic, Argentina, has seen fit to take 
two steps which have resulted in tremendous injury to the Allied cause, 
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to wit: (i) it has deliberately violated the pledge taken jointly with its 
sister Republics to cooperate in support of the war against the Axis 
powers, and in thus deserting the Allied cause has struck a powerful blow 
at the whole system of hemispheric cooperation; (2) it has openly and 
notoriously been giving affirmative assistance to the declared enemies of 
the United Nations.” 

After comprehensively expounding the basis for these charges and 
refuting Argentina’s claims of cooperation based on sporadic and super- 
ficial acts, we referred to the suggestion that the recent gestures made by 
the Farrell regime offered a basis on which to negotiate, and said: 

^‘Bargaining or negotiating with regard to action which Argentina 
has long since agreed to take would be a serious error. The principles 
for which the free nations of the world are today contributing the full 
measure of their human and material resources cannot be the subject of 
a bargain. The controlling issue is support in good faith of the Allied 
cause. 

‘The injury to the solidarity of the Continent and to the war effort 
of the United Nations by the continuing acts and utterances of the Far- 
rell regime is abundantly clear. It is the judgment of this Government 
that the American Republics and their associates among the United Na- 
tions should firmly adhere to the present policy of nonrecognition of the 
Farrell regime until by unequivocal acts it is conclusively demonstrated 
that there has been a fundamental change of Argentine policy in favor 
of the cause against the Axis and in support of inter-American unity and 
common action.” 

Some persons in this country and in ot^er American Republics argued 
that we should automatically recognize the Argentine Government, what- 
ever its alignment. They based their argument on the Estrada Doctrine 
(named after a former Mexican Foreign Minister) that once a new gov- 
ernment had been established it should be recognized forthwith: recogni- 
tion or nonrecognition should not constitute a policy. 

My associates and I felt that in times of peace this argument might 
have validity. During peacetime our policy to recognize was based on 
certain criteria, such as the stability of the new government, the lack 
of substantial resistance to its authority, and its ability and willingness 
to observe international obligations. 

But when the United States was at war, these criteria were not 
sufficient. We had to consider the further question whether recognition 
of the'regime would be in our best interests. We had to determine whether 
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the new government was friendly or unfriendly to our war purposes. It 
would be ridiculous for this Government to recognize and open formal 
diplomatic relations with a regime known to be working at cross purposes 
with our war effort. To strengthen the hand of a foreign government 
sympathetic with the cause of our enemies would be to close our eyes to 
the realities of the situation and to our own best interests. 

It was significant that the American Republics, among whom the 
Estrada Doctrine was particularly popular, took the action they did at 
the Inter-American Emergency Advisory Committee for Political Defense 
at Montevideo, in December, 1943, when they decided that recognition 
should be withheld from a new government achieved by force during 
wartime until the American Republics had consulted among themselves. 
This consultation was for the stated purpose of determining whether the 
new government was complying with the inter-American undertakings 
for the defense of the continent. This decision in itself was a definite 
modification of the Estrada Doctrine, and recognized the existence of a 
new state of facts prevailing in wartime which did not prevail in peace- 
time. It came to be known as the Guani Doctrine, after Alberto Guani,' 
the able Foreign Minister of Uruguay, who presented it. 

Throughout the summer of 1944 the Farrell regime refused to take 
the steps most of the American Repaiblics and Great Britain deemed 
necessary before considering recognition. Following publication of our 
July 26 statement it recalled the Argentine Ambassador from Washington. 
We on our part froze all remaining stocks of gold on deposit in Washing- 
ton, including Argentina’s, and ceased permitting American ships to go 
to Argentine ports. 

The Farrell regime now put out a steady stream pf propaganda, 
strenuously seconded by similar propaganda from Germany, that the 
United States was at loggerheads with Britain and with other American 
Republics over recognizing the Farrell regime, that the President and I 
were at loggerheads, and that I was at loggerheads with some officers of 
the Department. 

Accordingly I sent the President a memorandum on September 28, 
saying; 

“There has been a growing feeling among all of us alike in the De- 
partment, dealing with such matters, that the time has come when it 
would be worth much to our foreign policy in this hemisphere if your 
position were clarified in certain important respects, revolving around the 
Argentine situation. You may or may not know that according to reports 
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your name has been used in such localities as Washington, London, and 
Argentina in ways calculated to confuse and injure our foreign policy 
interests, and during a pivotal period.” 

I attached a draft of a proposed statement and suggested that, if he 
could see his way clear to give out some such statement, it would be very 
helpful at this stage. I also stated my hope that he could keep the Argen- 
tine question before Prime Minister Churchill in a sufficiently strong way 
to secure results. 

The President approved the statement without change and issued it 
on September 30. 'T have been following closely and with increasing con- 
cern,” he said, “the development of the Argentine situation in recent 
months. This situation presents the extraordinary paradox of Nazi-Fascist 
influence and the increasing application of Nazi-Fascist methods in a 
country of this hemisphere, at the very time that those forces of oppres- 
sion and aggression are drawing ever closer to the hour of final defeat and 
judgment in Europe and elsewhere in the world. The paradox is accentu- 
ated by the fact, of which we are all quite aware, that the vast majority 
of the people of Argentina have remained steadfast in their faith in their 
own, free, democratic traditions and m their support of the nations and 
peqples who have been making such great sacrifices in the fight against 
the Nazis and Fascists.” 

Pointing to the Argentine Government's repudiation of solemn inter- 
American obligations, he said: “Unless we now demonstrate a capacity to 
develop a tradition of respect for such obligations among civilized nations^ 
there can be little hope for a system of international security.” 

The President said he subscribed wholeheartedly to the words of 
Prime Minister Churchill, spoken before the House of Commons on August 
2, 1944: “This is not like some small wars in the past where all could be 
forgotten and forgiven. Nations must be judged by the part they play. 
Not only belligerents but neutrals will find that their position in the world 
cannot remain entirely unaffected by the part that they have chosen to 
play in the crisis of the war.” 

On October 27, while I was still officially Secretary of State, though 
seriously ill in the hospital, the Argentine Ambassador on behalf of his 
Government addressed a note to me as chairman of the Governing Board 
of the Pan American Union, requesting the board to convoke a meeting 
of the foreign ministers of the Republics to discuss the situation existing 
between Argentina and other American nations. 

This subject of a conference of foreign ministers was not a iiew one. 
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Mexican Foreign Minister Dr. Ezequiel Padilla had been proposing it to 
me since January, 1944. My thought was that a meeting then ran the risk 
of engendering division among the American Republics. The Argentine 
Foreign Minister, if he attended, and Argentina's few friends could inject 
all types of issues into the sessions. They would use the meeting as a 
sounding board; they would gladly adhere to its general agreements in 
hope of thereby obtaining diplomatic recognition; and they would use 
their participation in it as a cloak of legality and sanction for their 
existence as a Government. At some time in the not too distant future, I 
beljeved, a meeting of the United Nations would be held to establish a 
postwar organization, and it would be most unfortunate for the American 
Republics to enter that conference tom and rent by the Argentine ques- 
tion. 

When Dr. Padilla had visited Washington I said to him on July ii 
that no other meetings had been so enjoyable and interesting to me as 
those of the American Republics. Nevertheless we here, I added, faced so 
many problems, including the forthcoming Dumbarton Oaks Conference, 
that we should be in a' most difficult situation if we were to participate in 
a meeting of foreign ministers at this time. 

After Dr. Padilla returned to Mexico City he again presented his 
proposal to us, in the form of a memorandum dated November 6. He sug- 
gested that the foreign ministers of the American Republics which had 
cooperated in the war effort should meet to discuss urgent war and post- 
war problems. By this time I had been absent from the Department for 
more than a month because of illness. A formidable array of interests was 
now combining to bring every possible influence to bear on Acting Secre- 
tary Stettinius and other officials of the State Department to agree to 
holding a meeting of the foreign ministers. These groups embraced various 
business interests engaged in trade with Argentina, some Americans in 
Argentina, some friends in the United States of the fascist government at 
Buenos Aires, together with some malcontents here and there. They made 
the idea of a conference appear plausible, and in certain instances benefi- 
cial, though in reality it could not but be disruptive of the policies of 
President Roosevelt and myself toward Argentina. 

Acting Secretary Stettinius replied on November 12, agreeing to Dr. 
Padilla’s proposal for a meeting of the foreign ministers. He likewise 
agreed that the question of Argentina might be discussed, and that a repre- 
sentative of that country might appear to state its case following the close 
of the regular meeting of the ministers. Reviewing the Farrell regime’s 
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record of active assistance to the Axis, however, he made it clear that this 
Government did not consider that the regime was entitled to a hearing. 

After my resignation the policy of President Roosevelt and myself 
toward Argentina was bequeathed to my successors and their associates. 
There was also on hand, however, an incipient, quietly conducted move- 
ment on the part of a few business interests, politicians, and marplots in 
this and other countries of the hemisphere to restore Argentina to full 
fellowship and diplomatic relations with the other American Republics, 
regardless of whether the Argentine Government changed its pro-Axis 
course sufficiently to justify such a step, even while the war was still 
being fought. 

At the Mexico City Conference the Farrell regime obtained, as I 
feared it would, an entering wedge into the United Nations organization. 
As a condition thereof, the other American Republics agreed that Argen- 
tina should accept the common policy pursued by the Republics and make 
full use of her resources in the war against the Axis. This was'easy enough 
for the Farrell regime to agree to, for the war against the Axis was now 
virtually over, and the victorious Axis star to which the Castillo, Ramirez, 
and Farrell Governments had hoped to hitch Argentine hegemony of 
South America was now falling. 

Although I did not attend the United Nations Conference at San 
Francisco, I was a member of the American delegation, of which Secretary 
Stettinius was chairman. From my hospital bed I talked frequently over 
the telephone with Stettinius at San Francisco and kept alive my original 
contention that Argentina had not yet made herself worthy of being a 
member of the organization by complying with the requirements set out 
at Mexico City. 

My position was that Argentina, before being admitted to the United 
Nations and hence to the San Francisco Conference, should make full 
apology for having deserted the cause of the American Republics to the 
support of which she had pledged herself in writing and for having assisted 
the Axis nations in waging the war. Moreover, she should in fact have 
complied with the specific requirements set out by the conference of six- 
teen American Ambassadors at the Blair House, Washington, in March, 
1945. It was not enough that she should merely promise to comply with 
these requirements. 

I felt that the only opposition to a general forward movement of the 
American Republics in resistance to the Axis Powers had come from the 
deliberate and open withdrawal of Argentina from her twenty American 
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associates, and by the brazen act of Argentine officials in associating 
themselves with Germany and Japan and giving them notorious support — 
contrary, I knew, to the wishes of the great body of the Argentine people. 
While the fighting part of the war continued, it was the view of the United 
States and most of the other American Governments that it would be 
absurd for twenty American Republics battling for their existence to go out 
in search of the deserting Argentine Government officials in order to 
embrace them and assure them that we wanted to let “bygones be by- 
gones.” The whole moral foundation and the splendid structure of hemi- 
spheric cooperation had been undermined and seriously impaired by 
Argentina’s desertion. Some of the principles of Western Hemisphere 
cooperation had been vitiated. While I was in office, the general attitude 
of our Government had been to keep aloof from the Argentine Government 
as the fighting went on, and while that Government was engaged in aid- 
ing Germany and Japan fight us and our Allies. My position was that 
there would be suitable time and occasion, after the war ended, for the 
Argentine Government to find the most satisfactory way possible to bring 
about a reconciliation of a new attitude on its part with the basic policies 
of the other twenty American Republics. I assumed that after the conflict 
terminated, programs designed to revitalize and carry forward in a broad 
way our whole set of Pan American policies which had served the United 
Nations so well during the war would be worked out on lines fair and 
honorable to each country alike and satisfactory to the loyal friends of the 
Pan American ideals, so that the prewar unity of the Americas might be 
restored. 

I should add that I was always prepared to see our Government 
recognize the Farrell Government and to approve that Government’s 
admission to the United Nations organization when it had given proof of 
its compliance with the requirements laid down by the other American 
Republics and had wholeheartedly and actively placed itself on the side 
of the United Nations. We had been as prepared to recognize a reoriented 
Argentine Government as we had been to recognize the reoriented Bolivian 
Government. 

Early in 1945, however, the leaders of the opposition to these ideas 
were riding a high horse, and they succeeded by devious methods in secur- 
ing the admission ’of Argentina to the San Francisco Conference. During 
that conference I felt that our own delegation as a whole earnestly favored 
the objectives I had in mind; but at the same time I was under the definite 
impression that there were well organized influences at work whose con- 
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trolling purpose was to secure the admission of the Argentine delegation, 
and that they did not at all fully disclose the circumstances governing 
the situation, particularly the factual extent of Argentina’s compliance — 
or rather lack of compliance — with the purposes of the United Nations. 

I was separated by a continent from the American delegation at San 
Francisco, and it was never suggested that I should vote on any project 
at the conference. Had I been present and voting on the question of ad- 
mitting Argentina at that time to the United Nations organization, I 
would have voted against it. 

The report has been persistently circulated that President Roosevelt 
gave his approval to the admission of the Argentine Government to the 
United Nations organization shortly before his death. Actually what 
happened was that he wrote his “0 K.” on the ‘^Memorandum on Resolu- 
tion LIX Regarding Argentina,” which memorandum had been agreed 
upon on March 16, 1945, at a meeting at the Blair House, Washington, 
attended by sixteen ambassadors of the American Republics, along with 
State Department representatives, and presided over by Brazilian Foreign 
Minister Velloso, who was in the United States on a brief visit. 

Resolution LIX had been agreed to at the Mexico City Conference in 
March, 1945, and concerned Argentina. Among other things it declared 
that “the Conference hopes that the Argentine nation will cooperate with 
the other American nations, identifying itself with the common policy 
these nations are pursuing, and orienting its own policy so that it may 
achieve its incorporation into the United Nations as a signatory to the 
Joint Declaration entered into by them.” 

The memorandum of March 16 stated that it should be acknowledged 
that the Argentine nation had accepted the invitation implied in the 
Mexico City resolution when, among other requirements, it had “expressed 
conformity with the principles and declarations of the Final Act [of the 
Mexico City Conference] and complied with such principles and declara- 
tions.” The Argentine nation would then be recognized by the Govern- 
ments of the American Republics, and the United States, as the deposi- 
tory of the Declaration by United Nations, would request that Argentina 
be invited to sign that Declaration. 

In the above quotation I underline the word “complied,” President 
Roosevelt had therefore given his approval to the’ recognition of the 
Argentine Government and to that Government's adherence to the United 
Nations Declaration on the express condition that the Government shouUl 
first have complied with the principles and declarations of the Final Act 
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of the Mexico City Conference. A mere promise to do so was not enough. 
Not many people knew at that time that the Argentine Government had 
notoriously failed to comply with the requirements for admission to the 
United Nations. In the quiet but intensive campaign between the Mexico 
City Conference and the San Francisco Conference to secure the admis- 
sion of the Argentine Government to membership in the United Nations 
organization, the most powerful and persuasive plea was that that Govern- 
ment had fully complied with the specific and extremely important re- 
quirements for admission to such membership. These representations, 
which had a wide effect on the delegates at San Francisco, were known 
by many to be false at the time they were circulated, and their falsity has 
since become known to everyone. 

The O.K. by President Roosevelt, therefore, should not be distorted 
into any interpretation that he would have supported the admission to 
membership in the United Nations organization of an Argentine Govern- 
ment that had not complied with the requirements set forth by the other 
Republics. It is inconceivable that he would have reversed himself for 
no reason whatever, especially when such an action would have been in 
direct contradiction to all his previous acts and utterances on this ques- 
tion. He had stood unequivocally and aggressively for the policy of the 
United States and the policy also of almost all the American Republics 
in opposition to the group in charge of the Argentine Government. 

Toward the end of the San Francisco Conference, Harry Hopkins 
called on me at the hospital and stated that President Roosevelt — ^he had 
died in April — ^had been against the admission of this particular Govern- 
ment of Argentina into the United Nations. Hopkins said he had heard 
President Roosevelt at the Yalta Conference in February promise Marshal 
Stalin twice that he would not support such action on behalf of the Ar- 
gentine Government. 

To me, the hasty recognition of the Farrell regime through the es- 
tablishment of diplomatic relations, and the admission of that regime to 
an organization of the very United Nations for whose defeat it had hoped 
and worked — compliance with the requirements of the other Republics 
being still unproved — ^was the most colossal injury done to the Pan Ameri- 
can movement in all its history. 
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THROUGHOUT the three troublesome years of our relations 
with Argentina while I was in office, 1942-1944, the attitude of Great 
Britain toward Argentina was of great importance to us and eventually 
became one of the major stumbling blocks in our solution of the problem 
I have waited until this point to discuss this angle of the situation so as 
to deal with it consecutively. 

Britain’s economic ties with Argentina were appreciably stronger 
than ours. Her annual purchases of Argentine products were almost double 
ours. Furthermore, British subjects had made large investments in Ar- 
gentina over a period of several generations, and the British colony in 
Buenos Aires enjoyed considerable prominence. After the European War 
broke out, and especially after the German conquest of most of Western 
Europe, Britain’s dependence upon Argentina for food and other supplies 
became yet more acute. 

At various times in 1942 Ambassador Armour cabled us that the 
Argentine Government was attempting to justify its position to its people 
by the argument that the British Government, in contrast with the United 
States, was entirely reconciled to the Argentine policy of neutrality and 
complete relations with the Axis. In December, Armour suggested that a 
member of the British Government make a public statement to overcome 
this argument. We knew that the British Embassy in Buenos Aires had 
made the position of its Government clear to the Argentine Foreign Min- 
istry, yet we could not expect the Argentine Government to make this 
known since it was to their interest to convey the opposite impression. 

Under Secretary Welles urged Armour’s suggestion on British Am- 
bassador Halifax on December 26, He remarked that, notwithstanding the 
official statements made by the British Government to the Argentine Gov- 
ernment, many of the most important commercial and financial figures in 
the British colony in Argentina were consistently and publicly stating 
that Argentina should not break relations with the Axis, and that British 
interests favored the Argentine position of “neutrality.” 

The British Foreign Office received this suggestion favorably. It 
issued a statement to the effect that it wished to make it clear that both 
Britain and America were as one in regretting that Argentina had not 
yet moved forward in line with almost all other South American countries. 

1409 
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The British stated that the Argentine Government had arrested one or 
two more German spies, but still procrastinated in stopping Axis communi- 
cations. The British Ambassador had therefore pointed out to President 
Castillo that, unless his Government could find a solution which would 
preclude U-boats from picking up such messages, the scarcity of shipping, 
and particularly of refrigerator ships, would make it impossible for Britain 
to go on receiving Argentine products. 

Early in 1943 we took up with the British through Ambassador 
Halifax here and through Ambassador Winant in London our desire for 
greater coordination of the relations of Great Britain and the United 
States on the one 'hand, with Argentina on the other. We said to Britain 
that we were delighted that the recent British statement, together with 
Chile’s probable break with the Axis, was making a good impression which 
it was to our advantage to increase. Since Britain and Argentina were 
then negotiating an agreement for the purchase of Argentine meat, we 
suggested that the signing be delayed until we could induce Argentina 
to prohibit the transmission of radio code messages from that country and 
to take more vigorous action toward Axis espionage and subversive activi- 
ties. We urged that if these questions were injected into the meat nego- 
tiations, the hands of our friends in Argentina would be greatly strength- 
ened. But at the same time we made clear we did not wish to interfere 
%vith Britain’s procurement program, since we appreciated that the inter- 
ests of the United Nations might be injured if meat shipments to Britain 
were interrupted: 

The British Foreign Office went along with us in this suggestion, and 
their action, plus our own, had at least the effect of persuading the Argen- 
tine Government to prohibit the use of radio code messages. 

Throughout 1943, however, British relations with Argentina con- 
tinued close and" reasonably cordial. It seemed to me absolutely essential, 
if we were to swing Argentina away from her dangerous connections with 
the Axis countries, that a combined British-American movement should be 
organized. We had close relations with the other American Republics, 
enhanced by Lend-Lease operations, and we could join with them in 
bringing pressure to bear on the Argentine Government; but Britain, 
because of her valuable economic relations with Argentina, was in position 
to bring still more effective pressure. 

I went into this aspect of the question on two occasions with British 
Ambassador Halifax at the end of 1943. On December 27 I elaborated 
on the statement I had made to him the previous week when I earnestly 
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urged -the British Government to see to what extent it could cooperate 
with us in a general embargo against Argentina. Although I had opposed 
the blocking of Argentine funds in the United States because I believed it 
would have the opposite effect of that intended, it seemed to me that 
a joint Bntish-American move along economic lines would produce the 
desired result. 

I now suggested to Halifax, for transmission to his Government: 
“The British Government might determine whether it could go against 
the Argentine Government with a battering ram, so to speak. It could 
strenuously insist that that Government desist from all acts helpful to 
Germany and refrain from giving aid to movements calculated to bring 
on revolutions in neighboring countries. If the British and the United 
States Governments should at the same time make a pressing demand that 
this be done, this — ^probably within thirty days — ^would greatly change 
the attitude of the Argentine Government ” 

It would be of no use, however, I added, unless the British Govern- 
ment were willing to approach the Argentine Government most strongly. 
I pointed to the evidence we had that German money, with Argentine 
Nazi agents cooperating, was being used in Bolivia, and that these same 
agents reportedly were threatening to install in three or four other South 
American countries hard-boiled pro-Nazi military Governments similar 
to that in the Argentine. Such activities, if successful in other countries, 
would do the Allied cause serious harm. 

“In the end,’’ I said, “the vast British investment in Argentina would 
greatly suffer, and hence the very real interest the British should have 
in the proposal Fm suggesting. The British could let the Argentines know 
that they can get all the meat they need from other parts of the world 
as soon as the fighting ends, and that fpr the next twelve months they 
can hold nut without serious suffering by using such supplies as are avail- 
able.” 

Ambassador Halifax said he felt this was worth considering, and he 
would get it before his Government at once. 

I pursued my argument further with Halifax when he came to see me 
on January 5, 1944, and stated my conclusion that the Argentine Govern- 
ment was an important factor in bringing about the revolution in Bolivia. 
I also said we had indications that there was a general movement of 
totalitarian and pro- Axis forces centered in the Argentine to overthrow 
the Governments of such countries as Uruguay, Chile, Peru, and Para- 
guay. 
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“Part of the propaganda being di sseminated inside and outside of the 
Argentine,” I said, “is that Great Britain is showing no concern about this 
movement. It is being said, on the contrary, that Britain is secretly 
pleased to see the United States in this trouble, especially with Argentina, 
for the reason that the British expect to buy meat mid other foodstuffs 
during the war and then will have very little competition in trade and 
finance in Argentina after the war.” 

I made clear to Halifax that I was merely trying to state the attitude 
of the opposition and show how it might spread until Britain would be 
seriously cemcemed. The outlook, I added, was serious, and the time had 
come for the United States and Great Britain to make a frank, strong 
statement vigorously condemning the totalitarian influences that were 
conducting these subversive activities. 

Halifax seemed much impressed and agreed that something should 
be done jointly by our two Governments. He said he would present a full 
picture to the Foreign Office at once. 

Two weeks later, however, he indicated to me that his Government 
apparently did not intend to give the cooperation I had suggested. I 
pointed out that at least it could issue a strong statement simultaneously 
with one we were contemplating, to expose the pro-Axis movement with 
its base in Argentina and to warn all the other American Republics of 
the increasing dangers to them. I added that we also contemplated recall- 
ing our Ambassador in Buenos Aires for consultation. I asked Halifax to 
check again with the Foreign Office, saying that a statement by his Gov- 
ernment would have a splendid dEfect on the pro-Ads authorities in the 
Ar^ntine Government. 

Britain’s reply to this appeal came in the form of a message from 
Prime Minister Churchill to Preadent Roosevelt, a copy of which, dated 
January 23“, Halifax handed me on that day. Mr. Churchill stated that 
Britain would help all she could, and above all would avoid any public 
divergence with us in regard to Argentiira. However, he begged the Presi- 
dent to look into the formidable consequences that would follow Britain’s 
losing Argentina’s hides, meat, and other supplies Saying that Britain 
received one-third of her meat supply from the Argentine, he asked how, if 
this supply were cut off, the Britidi were to feed themselves plus the 
American Army being marshaled in Britain for the invasion of northern 
France. CeSation of Argentine supplies would disrupt military operations 
on the scale planned for this year. Before we leaped, he said, we really had 
to look; we could always pay the Argentines back when our hands were 
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clear. He said he must inject his solemn warning of the gravity of the 
situation that would follow if the Argentine supplies were interrupted. 
To recall our Ambassadors meant only that the field would be left open 
for the Germans. These Argentine rascals, he concluded, knew the hold 
they had over us for the time being, and had calculated very carefully. 

After Halifax made an argument in support of the Prime Minister’s 
position, I remarked that the British were interested primarily in one 
situation* in Argentina — meat supplies — while the United States was 
interested primarily in breaking up the ever-increasing pro-Axis elements 
based in the Argentine and steadily moving up the continent with the 
idea of overthrowing other Governments and setting up pro-Axis Govern- 
ments as in Bolivia. I added that this movement was spreading and be- 
coming increasingly dangerous. 

“If my Government,” I said, “should hesitate or falter at this time in 
carr3nng forward its known program of penalties against the Argentine, 
as has been thoroughly agreed and planned, the effect on the subversive 
movements in South America would be terrible. Apart from its resultant 
injury to the prosecution of the war and the security of South American 
countries, the United States would be discredited in the eyes of all coun- 
tries interested in the war, especially the other South American countries.” 

I added that my Government must, without fail, go forward with the 
action we intended to take the following day, January 24 ; namely, the 
publication of a statement formally linking Argentina with the overthrow 
of the Bolivian Government. I suggested that the British Foreign Office 
might call in the Argentine Ambassador and strongly protest the pro-Axis 
attitude of the Argentine Government and insist on a break with the Axis 
Powers and a general housecleaning. 

As I have already stated, we did not publish the statement we had 
in mind because the Argentine Government of General Ramirez broke 
diplomatic relations with the Axis. Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden never- 
theless adopted the suggestion I had made, called in the Argentine Am- 
bassador to Great Britain and counseled the Argentine Government to 
continue its program of housecleaning. When Ambassador Halifax on 
January 28 read me extracts from Eden’s conversation with the Argentine 
Ambassador, I expressed much appreciation for his Government’s coopera- 
tion. 

During the next few months we kept in close touch with the British 
on all aspects of the Argentine situation. It was obvious, however, that 
our viewpoints, much as we both wanted to keep them identical, differed. 
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We desired a consistently strong attitude toward the Argentine Govern- 
ment, including refusal to recognize the Farrell regime. The British, fear- 
ful of an interruption in their meat supply, wanted to reach an agreement 
with the Farrell regime and to recognize it. 

As the situation came to a head, I asked Ambassador Halifax to 
come to my office on June 23 and said that the Argentine situation was 
becoming worse from the Allied point of view, that the Army men consti- 
tuting the Government at Buenos Aires were tough and hard-boiled and 
had been aiding the Axis from time to time to a considerable extent. I 
then informed him that we were withdrawing Ambassador Armour for 
consultation, and I expressed the hope that the British Government would 
take similar action with respect to their Ambassador at Buenos Aires, 
Sir Davis Kelly. 

Halifax came back to see me three days later. Evidently having re- 
ceived his Government’s reaction to my suggestion concerning the recall 
of its Ambassador in Buenos Aires, he proceeded with a line of talk about 
amicably working out the whole matter with the Argentine Government. 
He suggested that Ambassador Kelly might approach the Argentine Gov- 
ernment, bring up its failures to meet the Allied Governments in this 
hemisphere halfway, refer to the seriousness of the situation from every- 
body’s point of view, especially that of Argentina, and propose some acts 
of a pro-Allied nature that the Argentine Government should perform as 
a condition previous to recognition. Halifax emphasized Britain’s diffi- 
culties in withdrawing her Ambassador, particularly because his Govern- 
ment within another two months would have to renew its meat contract 
with the Argentines. 

“The British,” I argued, “don’t have to worry about Argentina cut- 
ting off their meat supply. Argentina has a huge surplus piled up, and has 
to sell her meat. Britain, being in the buyer’s seat, has an advantage over 
the seller, especially since the Argentines cannot sell that portion of their 
meat elsewhere. The Argentines want a four-year contract with the British 
at a certain price. I suggest that Britain make contracts on a thirty-day 
or sixty-day basis, renewing them every month or two. This will bring the 
Argentine Government to reason and send it running after the British.” 

As for -an approach by Ambassador Kelly to the Argentine Govern- 
ment, I said that Kelly was supposed already to have been saying all the 
things to the Argentine regime which it was now suggested he should say. 
I added that my Government had also put forth every kind of proposal 
about pro-Allied acts that might be performed by the Argentine Govern- 
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ment to precede further conversations looking toward a settlement, but that 
the Argentine officials were becoming more indifferent and, in fact, un- 
friendly and more disposed to maintain friendly relations with pro-Axis 
elements. Now, I said, they had reached a stage of practically demanding 
recognition as a condition precedent to their doing anything to aid the 
Allied cause and to cut loose from their Axis contacts. 

Most of the ambassadors at Buenos Aires, I added, had already left, 
but the Argentine Government was strenuously giving out the impression 
everywhere abroad and at home that the position of the nonrecognizing 
countries had broken down, and that recognition was only a question of 
days. This crisis, I concluded, had made it necessary for us to act at once; 
hence the action we had taken of recalling our Ambassador. 

When Ambassador Halifax called on June 29 to say goodbye before 
going to London on leave, I said to him that the solution in Argentina at 
an early date depended on the attitude of the British Government. It was 
not necessary, I pointed out, to get into a name-calling match or a quarrel 
of any sort with the Argentines. But Britain should approach them firmly 
and state that the Argentine regime was getting into such friendly co- 
operation with the Axis enemies that it was creating a thoroughly unpleas- 
ant situation for th^ British as well as for the other nations. The British 
Government, I said, should with firmness and candor let Argentina under- 
stand that this course could not be carried on without upsetting the con- 
duct of the war by Britain and the United States and their relations 
toward Argentina, that the Argentines were forcing a choice, and that they 
would be hurt worse than any other country if they continued their ef- 
forts to play up the Axis and to antagonize and undermine the Allies in 
this hemisphere. 

When it seemed evident to me that the British Government did not 
intend to go along with us in our stronger policy toward Argentina, I went 
to the President and asked his intervention. I had no difficulty in obtain- 
ing it, for his thoughts on the Argentine situation dovetailed with mine. 

The President thereupon sent a fervent personal message to Prime 
Minister Churchill on June 30, appealing to him to take a common stand 
with us and recall the British Ambassador in Argentina. Mr. Roosevelt 
said he was informed that the importance which we attributed to the pro- 
posal that the British Ambassador Jo Argentina be called home for con- 
sultation was fully known to the Foreign Office. The announcement of the 
recall of Ambassador Armour had been made, he added, and nearly all the 
other Republics were taking parallel action. It was clear, however, that if 
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the British Ambassador remained in Buenos Aires the collective effect of 
this action would be seriously weakened. 

The Prime Minister very reluctantly, and almost angrily, agreed with 
the President. In a message to Mr. Roosevelt on July i, he said he had 
discussed the matter with Eden and had reached a decision to act as the 
President wished. A message had been sent to the British Ambassador in 
Buenos Aires recalling him for consultation. 

The Prime Minister said they had taken this decision in response to 
the President’s appeal for a common stand. In the War Cabinet and the 
Foreign Office, he continued, there was a good deal of anxiety. He did not 
see what we expected to get out of the Argentines by this method, and he 
did not himself see where this policy was leading. He only hoped that our 
vital interests and our war effort would not be affected adversely. 

Finally he remarked that he hoped the President would not mind his 
saying, as was his duty, that this American decision had placed Britain 
in an invidious position,, having been taken without consultation, and that 
Britain had been faced with a fait accompli. 

The President sent me this message with a request that I prepare a 
reply. I sent this to him on July 4. In it we stated that the Prime Min- 
ister’s decision to recall Ambassador Kelly, taken in conjunction with 
identical action by us and others, had already produced significant, con- 
crete results. The immediate reaction, we pointed out, had been prompt, 
conciliatory, and definitely in the right direction, with a complete absence 
of irritation or threats toward any country. If we continued to stand firm, 
letting the Farrell regime understand, in a tone not necessarily unfriendly, 
that it should not, in violation of its pledge of hemispheric unity and 
solidarity, support the Axis in opposition to its sister nations, there was a 
good chance that the entire matter could soon be cleared up. It was every- 
where recognized, we pointed out, that the issue at stake in Argentina 
was the same as that which was involved in the war against the Axis. The 
President was therefore confident that there was no risk in pursuing a 
firm and forthright policy toward the Farrell regime. 

I held a conference in my office on July 17 with Ambassador Kelly, 
who was returning home via Washington, with Ambassador Armour, and 
with British Minister Sir Ronald Campbell. Kelly said he wished to make 
clear that his Government and certainly he himself held the same opinion 
of the present Argentine Government that we held, and that, if any dif- 
ference of opinion existed, it was only as to the best procedure to follow 
to force that Government to change its policy into one of cooperation and 



BRITAIN AND ARGENTINA 


1417 


support of the United Nations, He said he personally felt we should pre- 
sent the Farrell regime with specific conditions, strict compliance- with 
which might be calculated to bring recognition. 

I replied that I felt that Farrell and his Government must certainly 
know what was expected of them, I added, however, that, after Argentina’s 
desertion of the other American Republics, followed by the aid that the 
Argentine Government and those around it had given to the enemy, it 
would be impossible, without abandoning our principles, to go to Argentina 
and say that all would be forgiven, and that we would be willing to enter 
into official relations with her. 

Kelly then asked whether this meant that our Government would not 
be disposed to recognize the present Argentine regime under any circum- 
stances. In that case, he said, we might have to be prepared for a long wait, 
since he did not see any opposition sufficiently strong to throw out the 
Farrell regime. He also wondered whether we should be able to hold the 
other American Republics with us. 

Successive Argentine Governments, I replied, had found no difficulty 
in making clear their adherence to the Axis side, and I could not see that 
they required any suggestions as to how to proceed if they now wished to 
come over to our side. I said we had information that Axis subversive 
activities were continuing in Argentina, and that important intelligence of 
value to the enemy was still being sent from that country through clan- 
destine radio stations. 

I then repeated that I felt that the desertion by the Argentine Gov- 
ernment of the American nations and the Allied cause in the most critical 
juncture in history, and the comfort it had given and was still giving to 
the enemy, called for a firm attitude on the part of all of us. I hoped, I 
said, that the British Government would be prepared to take this stand. 

Minister Campbell remarked that it would be useful to Churchill and 
Eden to give Kelly a message as to how I felt the British Government 
could best use its influence at this time. 

I said I felt that both Churchill and Eden had been inclined to 
minimize the serious nature of the Argentine situation, to overlook the 
principles at stake and the grave underlying issues involved, and to view 
the matter largely as a question only of meat and Britain’s war require- 
ments of certain Argentine supplies. This was not a question, I added, of 
future — and I stressed ^‘future” — continental unity but an immediate 
threat to the whole unity of the continent and the prosecution of the war 

I said I did not ask the British to do anything that might jeopardize 
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their sources of supply in Argentina. Furthermore, I did not believe that 
withholding of recognition would bring retaliation by the Argentine Gov- 
ernment through an embargo on exports of meat to England. I recalled 
that for many years the United States Government had refused to recog- 
nize the Soviet Government, but this had in no way affected commerce 
between the two countries. In other words, the political and economic 
ai^ects could be kept separate. 

In view of all w€ were doing and spending, I concluded, it was not 
too much to expect that the other Governments, including the British 
Government, should approach this whole question from the larger aspect 
rather than on a basis of whether or not the Argeritine Government had 
complied, or would be willing to comply, with this or that point. The fact 
was that the line-up of the Argentine Government and the whole atmos- 
phere in Argentina was bad and was a menace to the Allied cause, and I 
felt that the only way to handle.it and perhaps bring that Government to 
reason would be for all the nations to continue in their policy of non- 
recognition. 

At the time of my conversation with the British Ambassador, the war 
was being waged with increasing intensity; Allied forces were battling 
de^erately with the Germans in northern France, and fighting ferociously 
to drive the Japanese from idand to island in the Pacific. Argentina, I 
feJt, could rejoin her former allies and aid us in the conflict; but, if she 
refused, it would be monstrous for the Allies to forgive a deserter who had 
not requested forgiveness but instead was continuing actively to aid the 
enemy. 

Tbe summer wrait by, however, without Britain’s bringing the pres- 
sure to bear upon the Argentine Government which I seriously believed 
she could and should. The gesture in grudgingly recalling Ambassador 
Kelly was obviously as far as Mr. Churchill intaided to go. The Farrell 
r^me was fuliy aware of this situation, believed it held all the cards in 
the form of invoices for meat sind could successfully defy the United 
States and most of the other American Republics. 

, We argued with Britain — ^and the President and the Prime Minister 
l(iad an- exchange of cables on the subject — that the British had a suf- 
l^nt surplus of meat on hand to do without Argentine meat for a time 
W at least to deal with Argentina on a month-to-month basis. The British, 
on ihq other hand, wanted to accede to the Argentine Government’s re- 
quest that they sign a four-year contract. We sought to prove that the 
Britain, was in the driver’s seat in a dtuation where Argentina, 
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because of the blockade, could sell nowhere else the meat that would go 
to Britain. The British thought that the seller, Argentina, was in the 
driver’s seat because they were obliged to get the majority of their meat 
from her. 

In one of my last conversations with Ambassador Halifax, prior to 
my resignation, I read to him on September 16, 1944, extracts from eco- 
nomic memoranda prepared in the State Department showing clearly that 
the British could aid us to the extent necessary without endangering their 
meat situation. I remarked that President Roosevelt, at an early stage 
when conditions were very different from what they were now, had said 
something to the effect that we, of course, wanted Britain to get all the 
meat she desired. The President, I said, had in mind that Britain could 
cooperate fully with us without in the least endangering the meat situation 
and could exercise powerful influence as the controller of the buyers’ mar- 
ket, which would be acquiesced in* by the sellers. However, I remarked, 
it seemed that the British officials were far more fearful about the risk 
than the President, myself, and other members of this Government, and 
we were basing our views on the most elaborate and careful examination 
of all the facts and circumstances. 

‘‘Argentina,” I said, “under the control of the Fascist lawless govern- 
ment, is the refuge and headquarters iti this hemisphere of the Fascist 
movement. That movement, entrenched in Argentina under the protection 
of a Fascist Government, is dangerous. If the United States and most of 
the other American nations should become seriously handicapped in their 
efforts to resist this movement and should fail because of the British atti- 
tude, the repercussions would be very loud throughout the hemisphere. 
This Government would then be obliged to state the full facts as it found 
them, for the reason that the whole future of Pan Americanism is meas^ 
urably at stake.” 

Such were our relations with Great Britain over Argentina at the mo- 
ment of my resignation. I believe that, if Britain and the United States 
had brought common economic, diplomatic, and moral pressure to bear 
upon the Argentine Government, with the backing of most of the Ameri- 
can Republics, we could have induced that Government to cease being an 
active fiiend of our active enemies. There was no other way to do it. 
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IN SUMMING UP our policy toward Argentina in the -years 
1942 to 1944 , 1 feel that Prime Minister Churchill and Foreign Secretary 
Edai, a Vn g with some others in Britain, the United States, and Latin 
America, failed to realize the depth and danger of the relationship between 
Germany and members of the Argentine Government, beginning with 
Castillo and continuing to Ramirez and Farrell. 

These persons did not fully grasp the fact that in 1942, when Japan 
had overrun the Southwest Pacific, when Germany, already in possession 
of most of Western Europe, had pushed deep into the Caucasus, and when 
Nazi U-boats were sinking masses of Allied shipping in the Atlantic, many 
i nfliiPTitial Argentines in and out of j the Government concluded that the 
Axis would win. They therefore determined to be on the winning side, 
and, with Axis assistance, make Argentina the leading, and perhaps the 
r illing country in Latin America, the capital of a Latin American federa- 
tion pointed at the United States. Believmg, at least at first, in a German 
victory, they were anxious to do what they could to assist in its early 
arrival or at least to do nothing to endanger Argentina’s relations with 
the probable victors. 

Some persons failed to see that the danger to the Allied cause lay 
not only in the Nazi spying, subversive, and propaganda activities in 
Argentina, but also, and even more inqiortantly, in the designs and efforts 
of many of the principal members of the successive Argentine Govern- 
ments to overthrow other South American Governments and bring the 
new regimes into virtual alliance with Buenos Aires, into friendship with 
the Axis, and into opposition to the United States. 

They did not sufficiently appreciate the fact that the Argentine 
Government had deserted every basic principle of Pan Americanism, the 
foundation of which was peace and nonintervention. That Government 
had, in place of Pan American principles, installed the doctrines of Nazism 
and Fascism; namely, internally to destroy the party S3rstem of govern- 
ment and make the entire nation subservient to one ruling clique, and 
externally to dominate all neighboring countries and achieve the headship 
of a continent. 

The strong policy we adopted toward Argentina did not bring Argen- 
tina to the United Nations side. Only a strong policy backed equally by 
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Great Britain, the United States and the other American Republics could 
have achieved that end. 

Could a weak policy — that is, one of appeasement — have succeeded 
where the strong policy failed? It would naturally have succeeded in 
reestablishing diplomatic relations between ourselves and Argentina. Had 
we sought a settlement with the Argentine Government we doubtless could 
have reached one. But it would have been an agreement which in effect 
condoned the Argentine Government’s desertion in the past and ignored 
its present and future connivance with the Axis. 

We could not on the one hand sacrifice hundreds of thousands of our 
finest youth and immense quantities of treasure in fighting to overcome 
Nazism in the Old World, and on the other hand pay the lip service of 
diplomatic recognition to a transplanting of exactly the same poisonous 
plant to our own garden in the New World. 

But our strong policy did succeed in one all-important respect. It 
effectually thwarted the ambitions of the extreme Argentine nationalists to 
upset one Government after anodier in South America, beginning with 
the Republics adjacent to Argentina, and to replace them with Govern- 
ments subservient to the pro-Nazi program embraced by these nationalists. 
Those ambitions had their first expression in the revolution in Bolivia — 
the initial page of a book of blueprints. 

If at that point we had adopted a policy of appeasement; if we had 
indicated by our actions that we would not oppose this march up the 
Continent; if we had not banded together with the other American Re- 
publics to stop this movement before it was too late, we should have found 
ourselves confronted not with one question over Bolivia but with four or 
five questions over other Republics upon whom the Argentine nationalists 
had fixed their designs. We then should have found ourselves in serious 
difficulty, to say nothing of danger. We should have had to divert some of 
our attention from the conflict in Europe and Asia, and the prosecution of 
the war would have suffered. 

In that respect our policy succeeded. As between a policy that would 
restore a friendly relationship with Argentina and a policy that would 
prevent the formation of a bloc of Governments in South America antago- 
nistic to the United States and the United Nations, there was only one 
choice to make. 

Our growing military might, our victories in the Pacific in 1942 and 
1943, and our landings in North Africa, Italy, and finally in Normandy 
were a powerful backing for our policy. Had there been defeats instead of 
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victories, the hands of the Argentine nationalists would have been greatly 
strengthened. The military successes we achieved in Europe, Africa, and 
the Pacific, however, tended to obscure in many minds the potential 
dangers we faced in Latin America through a combination of Argentine 
nationalists and Axis representatives. A moment’s reflection brings easily 
into focus the dangers that would have confronted us in the southern part 
of South America had we been defeated in Europe and Asia, or had the 
vrar ended in a negotiated peace. 

As I bring these observations on our policy toward Argentina to a 
close I wish to say again that I do not for an instant associate the great 
mass of Argentine citizens with the aid to the Axis rendered by the Cas- 
tillo, Ramirez, and Farrell Governments. Large numbers of Argentine 
individuals did all they could to aid the United Nations cause. In my 
condemnations of successive Argentine Governments I constantly recog- 
nized that the majority of Argentine citizens favored the United Nations 
and opposed the Axis leanings of these Governments in so far as they were 
aware of them. Our quarrel was not with the Argentine people but with 
the Government at Buenos Aires. 

It is a matter of real regret to me that the writing of some portions 
of these memoirs has had to follow the principle of relative importance of 
news as exemplified by headlines. Conflicts, whether personal, national, or 
international, crimes, disasters, and depressions naturally attract atten- 
tion; whereas the daily progress and the doings and sayings of the man of 
peace go almost unnoticed, I find I have devoted considerable space to this 
discussion of the actions of Argentina, which were a crime against democ- 
racy, whereas I should greatly have preferred to give this space to an 
acknowledgment of the splendid relations we enjoyed throughout this 
period with the other American Republics and to the truly wonderful 
assistance they gave us in the prosecution of the war. 

Despite the discouragement induced by the course of the successive 
Argentine Governments, I drew daily encouragement from the cooperation 
of the other American Republics even in the most trying days of the war. 
Thirteen of them declared war on the Axis, and six broke off diplomatic 
relations. All of them made a valid contribution to the winning of the 
victory. In general, the help of all kinds we received from Latin America 
during the Second World War was incomparably greater than that re- 
ceived in the First. 

The assistance they gave us took many forms. Some of them^ such as 
Brazil, Mexico, Ecuador, and Peru, gave us the use of naval or air bases. 
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When it is recalled that for many decades a number of the Latin American 
Republics feared armed intervention by the United States, their willing- 
ness to welcome armed forces of this country within their borders assumes 
added significance. 

Without the air bases Brazil permitted us to construct on her terri- 
tory victory either in Europe or in Asia could not have come so soon. 
These bases, jutting far out into the South Atlantic, permitted us to fly 
war planes across that ocean in waves to West Africa and thence to the 
theaters of operation in Europe or on to the Far East. Had it not been for 
these Brazilian bases we could not have got so much help to the British 
in Egypt as we did at the crucial moment of the Battle of El Alamein, 

From Brazil, too, we received valuable diplomatic assistance in our 
negotiations with her mother country, Portugal. That farsighted states- 
man, Oswaldo Aranha, Brazil’s Foreign Minister, never wavered from the 
cause of the Allies, and neglected no opportunity to give us his backing. 
In this he had the full support of President Getulio Vargas. Even in the 
dark days of the first half of 1942 they were willing to assume all the 
risks that aid to the United Nations comported. 

Brazil sent an expeditionary force to Europe. Her small navy played 
its share in patrolling the Atlantic. She lost an appreciable portion of her 
merchant marine in the effort to transport supplies to the United States. 
She assisted us in keeping an eye on Dutch and French Guiana. 

Mexico offered another outstanding example of helpful cooperation. 
Even before Pearl Harbor, Mexico reached agreements with us for the 
reciprocal transit of military aircraft, delivery of strategic materials, and 
the construction on her soil by the United States of a chain of landing 
fields. She embargoed oil and scrap iron to Japan when we did. She helped 
us overcome our labor shortage by permitting the temporary emigration to 
the United States of about 150,000 agricultural and railroad workers up 
to the time I left office. When President Roosevelt visited Mexico in 1943 
he was given a memorable welcome. 

All the American Republics, except Argentina, gave us some form of 
direct economic assistance. They adopted economic programs to increase 
their production of strategic materials for us and other United Nations. 
They cooperated in economic warfare to keep supplies from going to 
the Axis. They mutually agreed with us upon prices. Many Republics 
took over the Axis business houses which we had placed on our so-called 
ProclaiBaed List. The Republics instituted controls over financial trans- 
actionS involving Axis interests. They took measures to prevent clandes- 
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tine trade in industrial diamonds, platinum, and the like which the Axis 
was Hnin g its Utmost to obtain. Those Republics having shipping defied 
the German U-boats and delivered materials to the United States, some of 
them losing a number of ships. 

It is true, of course, that we ourselves were of great help to the 
American Republics economically, and that we furnished them Lend-Lease 
supplies as liberally as we coidd. It is also true that, if we had not begun 
in 1940 to adopt the wide range of steps we did to absorb Latin American 
surpluses, bolster their finances, and maintain sea communications with 
them, economic chaos might well have resulted. This does not, however, 
rfiminish either the value or the spirit of the economic assistance which 
those RepubUcs rendered us. 

All the American R^ublics, except Argentina, took the necessary 
steps to rid their territories of Axis agents, including many wealthy and 
influential persons with strong political connections. They closed down 
Axis propaganda agencies, while giving open support to the efforts of the 
United Nations to disseminate propaganda in Latin America. They cut off 
communications with the Axis, and many Republics permitted United 
States censorship experts to help them establish satisfactory censorship 
over mails. 

It must not be forgotten that all these steps required considerable 
courage, especially in those Republics farthest removed from our military 
and naval protection. The disastrous turn of events in the first half of 
1942 which convinced the Argentine Government that the Axis would win, 
and that it should plan accordingly, was also in the minds of the other 
Republics. But their appreciation of the risks involved did not deter them 
from aligning themselves with the United States and the other United 
Nations, for better or for worse. ' 

I appreciated the courage many Latin American Republics showed 
in helping to develop and in supporting the policy the President and 
I maintained toward Argentina. It was not an easy matter for the close 
neighbors of Argentina, such as Uruguay, Paraguay, and Chile, to join 
wiUi us in common actions. induding the recall of ambassadors from 
Buenos Aires, the refusal to recognize the Farrell regime, and the refusal 
to recognize the Villarroel regime in Bolivia until it had stripped itself of 
Axis ties. Since th^r stood to suffer from economic and other reprisals by 
Argentina, their cooperation with ns was of even greater moral value in 
emphasizing thdr condemnation 0! the course of that Government. It 
likewise was a striking confirmation of their belief in the efficacy of our 
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policy — ^not only in its objective of bringing home to the Argentine Gov- 
ernment the gravity of its desertion of the United Nations cause, but also 
in its major objective of preventing the spread of the Argentine nationalist 
movement to other countries. 

As long as I was at the Department, we made it a point not to urge 
any American Republic to declare war upon the Axis. We did repeatedly 
state our opinion that all the Republics should sever relations with the 
Axis, since the continuance of^such relations constituted an actual physical 
danger to us, and since the American Republics had agreed in successive 
inter-American conferences that an attack upon one American nation 
would be considered an attack upon them all. Nevertheless, we determined 
to leave the question of a declaration of war entirely to the American 
Republics themselves, and we so stated in numerous dispatches to our 
envoys in South America. 

When I left office, six Republics — ^Uruguay, Chile, Peru, Paraguay,' 
Venezuela, and Ecuador — ^had not declared war on the Axis. I was deter- 
mined not to draw any distinction between them and the Republics which 
had declared war. Some of these six were rendering us far more assistance 
than some of the Republics at war. Ecuador and Peru gave us the use of 
bases we vitally needed, and Uruguay was a stalwart outpost against the 
intrigues of the Argentine nationalists. When we sent out invitations to 
the United Nations Food Conference at Hot Springs, Virginia, in the 
spring of 1943, we included the associated as well as the allied Republics. 

Shortly before I left office the question began to be raised as to 
whether the associated Republics should be initial members of the pro- 
posed international organization. I believed that they should, without 
being required to declare war. Russia, however, took the position that 
only those countries that were actually at war with the Axis should receive 
initial membership. 

The question was still pending when I left the Department. Shortly 
thereafter the State Department informed the associated Republics of its 
concern lest the fact that they were not full members of the United Na- 
tions prejudice their opportunity to participate in plans for an interna- 
tional security organization. The Department pointed out that it fully 
recognized the contributions made by those Republics to the war. Never- 
theless, it called attention to the advantages to be gained by formalizing 
their status through a declaration of war against Germany and Japan, 
although the decision of course remained exclusively in their hands. - 

In summation, the attitude of the Latin American Republics during 
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the war, with the exception of Argentina, was a striking justification of 
the Good Neighbor Policy, It fuUy rewarded the many thousands of hours 
my associates and I, with the President’s approval, had devoted to it in 
the course of twelve years. It demonstrated that the United States and 
the Latin American Republics, despite differences in language and origin, 
have many fundamental interests in common. It made clear that the Good 
Neighbor Policy must be one of the major tenets of United States foreign 
policy in the future. The desertion by Argentina does not disprove the 
rule. 

I felt that it was all-important for the American Republics in the 
future to restore and revitalize the principles on which the great structure 
of Pan American unity and cooperation had been built up in every way 
from 1933 to 1943. This effort would embrace the further development of 
all essential projects designed to improve the mutual welfare of the twenty- 
one Republics in the political, economic, and cultural fields. 



104 : France Regained 

HAVING CONCLUDED this exposition of our relations with 
the neutrals as of the time of my resignation, I now pass to a discussion 
of our relations with our Allies, particularly Britain, Russia, and France, 
taking up the last-named first. 

As the time approached for the Allied landing in northern France, 
across the English Channel, it had become urgently necessary to reach an 
agreement with the British and with the French committee of General de 
Gaulle concerning the civil administration of France as that country was 
liberated by the Allied armies. The President on March 15, 1944, signed 
a proposed directive to General Eisenhower on the administration of 
civil affairs in France, which he sent to Prime Minister Churchill. 

Mr. Roosevelt had carried into 1944 the deep-seated suspicions he 
and I entertained regarding De Gaulle, which he stated as late as Novem- 
ber 27, 1943, in his cable to me from Cairo (Chapter 89). His directive 
to Eisenhower, composed by the interested Government Departments, left 
it to the General to determine whether he should deal only with repre- 
sentatives of the French Committee of National Liberation or also with 
other French groups that might be in existence — ^always excepting the 
Vichy regime. Our thought was that not until we actually landed in 
France could we know for certain what percentage of the French people 
would support De Gaulle as chief of their Government, and the President 
did not wish to tie Eisenhower’s hands to the extent of requiring him to 
maintain the French committee with American arms if it should prove 
unacceptable to the French people, 

Mr. Roosevelt’s feelings toward De Gaulle were not improved when, 
in an address on March 26, De Gaulle referred to the French committee 
as the “Provisional Government of the French Republic” and said that 
that Government need listen only to the French nation, implying that he 
could ignore his allies. 

A few days previously, on March 21, we at the State Department 
were forced to take cognizance of apparently inspired reports and rumors 
which periodically issued from French North Africa that the United States 
Government, upon the liberation of France, intended to deal with the 
Vichy regime or certain of its members. We pointed out in a public state- 
ment that the fact that our Government had kept representatives at Vichy 
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prior to the landing in North Africa for such vital purposes as combating 
Nazi designs, keeping the French fleet from German hands, and prevent- 
ing the Nazi occupation of French Africa or the establishment of military 
bases there, had been falsely represented as founded upon a sympathetic 
relationship between the American Government and pro-Axis supporters 
at Vichy. 

“No loyal supporter of the Allied cause,’’ we said, “would make the 
ridiculous charge that the United States Government, while sending its 
military forces and vast military supplies to the most distant battlefields 
to prosecute the war against the Axis Powers, would at the same time have 
any dealings or relations with the Vichy regime except for the ‘purpose 
of abolishing it.” 

The President and I agreed to send a special mission to London, 
headed by Under Secretary of State Stettinius, to explore all existing prob- 
lems with the British, including the French question. The mission con- 
sisted also of Dr. Isaiah Bowman, vice chairman of the Department’s 
Advisory Council on Postwar Foreign Policy; John L. Pratt, Consultant 
on Commercial Affairs; Wallace Murray, Director of the Office of Near 
Eastern and African Affairs; and H. Freeman Matthews, Deputy Director 
of the Office of European Affairs. It left the United States on March 30 
and arrived in London on April 7. 

Two days later I gave prominent position to France in my address 
of April 9. I prefaced my remarks by saying we looked with hope and 
deep faith to a period of great democratic accomplishment in Europe 
following liberation from the German yoke. “It is important to our na- 
tional interest,” I said, “to encourage the establishment in Europe of 
strong and progressive popular governments, dedicated like our own to 
improving the social welfare of the people as a whole — ^governments 
which will join the common effort of nations in creating the conditions of 
lasting peace and in promoting the expansion of production, employment, 
and the exchange and consumption of goods, which are the material foun- 
dations of the liberty and welfare of all peoples.” 

As for France, I said it was hard to imagine a stable Europe if 
there were instability in its component parts, of which France was one 
of the most important. 

“Our first concern,” I made it clear, “is to defeat the enemy, drive 
him from French territory and the territory of all the adjacent countries 
which he has overrun. To do this the supreme military commander must 
have unfettered authority. But we have no purpose or wish to govern 
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France or to administer any affairs save those which are necessary for 
military operations against the enemy. It is of the utmost importance that 
civil authority in France should be exercised by Frenchmen, should be 
swiftly established, and should operate in accordance with advanced 
planning as fully as military operations will permit- It is essential that 
the material foundations of the life of French people be at once restored 
or resumed. Only in this way can stability be achieved.’^ 

It had alwk}^ been our thought, I said, that we should look to 
Frenchmen to undertake civil administration and should assist them in 
that task without compromising in any way the right of the French people 
to choose the ultimate form and personnel of the Government which they 
might wish to establish. That had to be left to the free and untrammeled 
choice of the French people. 

‘'The President and I are clear, therefore,’^ I said, “as to the need, 
from the outset, of French civil administration — and democratic French 
administration — in France. We are disposed to see the French Committee 
of National Liberation exercise leadership to establish law and order under 
the supervision of the Allied Commander-in-Chief. The committee has 
given public assurance that it does not propose to perpetuate its authority. 
On the contrary, it has given assurance that it wishes at the earliest possi- 
ble date to have the French people exercise their own sovereign will in 
accordance with French constitutional processes.^^ 

I pointed out, however, that the committee was not the Government 
of France, and we could not recognize it as such. Nevertheless, the com- 
mittee would have every opportunity to undertake civil administration 
and would have our cooperation and help in every practicable way in 
making this successful. The committee, I added, had been a symbol of the 
spirit of France and of French resistance. We had fully cooperated with 
it in all the military phases of the war effort, including the furnishing 
of arms and equipment to the French armed forces. Our central and abid- 
ing purpose, I concluded, was to aid the French people, our oldest friends, 
in providing a democratic, competent, and French administration of liber- 
ated French territory. 

Under Secretary Stettinius reported to me in a series of telegrams 
from London that be had found the President's proposed directive of 
March 15 to General Eisenhower on civil administration in France still 
on the Prime Minister's desk. Mr. Churchill indicated that he did not 
want to bother the President about it at this time; but he seemed un- 
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willing to authorize its acceptance or to have it discussed in the combined 
United States and British Civil Affairs Committee in London. 

The British seemed delighted with the references I had made to 
France in my address on April 9, but thought they did not entirely coin- 
cide with the President’s directive. Actually, my speech, which as I have 
mentioned was read and approved by the President, was a little more 
strongly in favor of the French committee in that it stated we were dis- 
posed to see the committee exercise leadership to establish law and order 
under the supervision of the Allied Commander-in-Chief. 

Stettinius explained to the British that in practice General Eisen- 
hower would deal with the French committee in all his pre-invasion plan- 
ning and, wherever possible, after the landing in France. Moreover, neither 
the State Department nor Eisenhower had any intention of encouraging 
any rival group that might emerge in France. Nevertheless we did-.not feel 
that Eisenhower should be forced to maintain the committee in France 
with American bayonets should the French people refuse to accept it. 

Eden said he could not accept the President’s directive unless its 
second article were amended so as to make Eisenhower’s dealings with the 
committee mandatory by changing the word “may” to “should.” 

In response to this suggestion, which I forwarded to the President, 
then a£ Georgetown, South Carolina, he sent me a message on April 15 
saying that, in view of the fact that circumstances would differ so much 
in different areas, General Eisenhower should have complete discretion in 
the matter of civil government. He therefore disapproved of the substi- 
tution of “should” for “may.” 

The President, after having approved my speech of April 9, had 
backed away from my statement that we were disposed to see the French 
committee exercise leadership to establish law and order under the super- 
vision of the Allied Commander-in-Chief. His resentment against De 
Gaulle was still lively. 

The British, Stettinius further reported to me, seemed to want to 
give to the French committee the fullest possible support and did not 
wish to approve any document which implied that they contemplated 
dealing under any circumstances with any group other than the com- 
mittee. They also indicated that it was contrary to their conception of 
government to permit important political decisions to be taken by a mili- 
tary commander. 

Stettinius said there was much suspicion on the part of the British 
that after we got into France General Eisenhower might make a deal 
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similar to that made with Admiral Darlan at the time of our landing in 
North Africa. The British had never more than grudgingly admitted that, 
however unfortunate the Darlan arrangements might have been from the 
political point of view, they nevertheless saved many thousands of lives 
and helped materially to shorten the African campaign. They feared that, 
for strictly military reasons, Eisenhower might again take some action 
under the President's flexible directive which would run counter to their 
determination to give full, undivided support to the French committee. 

The British believed that all Frenchmen would rally to the support 
of De Gaulle and the committee and accept their dictates without ques- 
tion. We on the other hand, while not denying this possibility, thought 
that it was necessary not to take it for granted, and that it was also 
possible that, as France was liberated, a period of some confusion and 
disorder might follow. The British, in any event, stated they did not plan 
to recognize De Gaulle and the committee as a provisional government 
until they were established in metropolitan France. 

During succeeding days, Prime Minister Churchill requested the 
President to modify his directive, but the President stood firm. Cables 
from our Embassy in London then indicated that the British were pro- 
posing to write a new formula based on my April 9 address. I spoke 
strongly on this point to British Ambassador Lord Halifax on May 4, 
saying that this was dangerous from the viewpoint of working relations 
between the President and Mr. Churchill, and that it was, in effect, going 
over the President’s head and using my speech as a substitute formula 
without the President’s expressed agreement. Further exchanges between 
the President and the Prime Minister left the question unsettled on the 
eve of the invasion. 

At a Cabinet meeting about May 20, the President said that Am- 
bassador Winant had raised with him the question of dealing with De 
Gaulle. He added that he had told Winant that if anyone could give him 
a certificate proving that De Gaulle was a representative of the French 
people he would deal with him, but that otherwise he had no idea of 
changing his mind. 

We were now receiving suggestions from London that General de 
Gaulle should come to Washington to see the President personally, with 
the hope that his visit would facilitate an agreement. Exactly one week 
before the landing in Normandy, the President cabled the Prime Minister, 
on May 31, saying that he would like to make the matter of De Gaulle 
clear from his point of view beyond peradventure of a doubt. As for the 
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visit to Washington, the President said he had told French Admiral 
F6nard, ■who was on the way to Algiers to see De Gaulle, that he had 
been hoping that the General would send him a message asking if a visit 
would be welcome. The President, if such a message were received, would 
answer in the affirmative immediately and cordially. 

Mr. Roosevelt said he had explained to F6nard, as he thought he 
had made his stand clear to many people before, that he, as head of the 
Government and head of the state, could not well invite De Gaulle, who 
was not the head of the French Government or the French state, but only 
the head of a committee. 

In general, he said we must of course do everything we possibly could 
to encourage French national spirit and get it working immediately with 
us at top speed. What the state of this French spirit was, he observed, 
we did not definitely know; we should not know until we got to France, 
but we hoped for the best. 

, The President informed Prime Minister Churchill, who was about 
to confer with De Gaulle, that General Marshall would be in London 
about four days after D-Day, but that we could not give him plenary 
powers to negotiate with the Prime Minister and De Gaulle jointly, or 
with De Gaulle singly, since the matter was wholly in the political and not 
in the military field. He said he could not send anyone to represent him at 
the conversations with De Gaulle. 

In response to Churchill’s suggestion that he go to London, the Presi- 
dent replied that he hoped at a later date to accept “Dr. Churchill’s advice 
to make a sea voyage”; but conditions here would not permit it shortly 
after D-Day plus fourteen, as the Prime Minister suggested. (The Demo- 
cratic Convention of .1944 was now in the offing, and the Presidential 
campaign would soon get imder way.) 

Such was the situation when the American and British landing began 
in Normandy on June 6. General Eisenhower had reached an agreement 
on the military level with the French committee, but the committee’s share 
in the civil administration of France still remained to be decided. 

From the moment of the landing, we carefully scrutinized all devel- 
opments in France to ascertain as best we could the "sentiments of the 
French people toward the French Committee of National Liberation. It 
soon became evident that the French were willing to accept the com- 
mittee as a provisional authority until they could, through popular vote, 
express their wishes with regard to their future government. 

Accordingly, the President ai^roving, my associate at the State 
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Department began discussions with the War Department and with repre- 
sentatives in Washington of the French committee to perfect arrange- 
ments for the administration of civil affairs in France by Frenchmen to be 
named by the committee. 

General de Gaulle, having exchanged with the President the mes- 
sages the latter desired, arrived in Washington on July 6. I attended a 
reception for him at the White House that day, and gave a dinner for him 
that evening at the Carlton Hotel. 

I found that De Gaulle was now in a much more reasonable frame 
of mind. He had visited the Allied bridgehead in Normandy and was filled 
with admiration for the thoroughness of the invasion preparations and 
their magnificent execution, and for the fighting qualities of the American 
troops. His visit to Normandy and his conversations with French leaders 
there also convinced him that Britain and the United States were far more 
popular in France than he had thought, and that the old Parliamentary 
parties in France still had considerable strength. By now he was confident 
that the Allies would not deal with any group in France other than the 
French Committee of National Liberation. At ^y rate, he went out of his 
way to make himself agreeable to the President, to me, and to other mem- 
bers of the Government, and to assure us emphatically and repeatedly 
that he had no intention of forcing himself or his committee upon France 
as her future government. 

The President therefore decided, and I concurred, that we should 
recognize the French Committee of National Liberation as the de facto 
authority in the civil administration of France. The announcement was 
made on July ii. 

Our negotiations with the French representatives in Washington con- 
tinued and reached a successful conclusion, which was incorporated in an 
exchange of letters in London, between General Eisenhower and General 
Koenig, representing the French committee. This the War and State De- 
partments released jointly on August 24. 

Our arrangements embraced civil administration and jurisdiction, 
currency, captured war materiel and property, publicity, and the distribu- 
tion of civilian relief supplies. General Eisenhower was authorized to deal 
with the French committee, whose headquarters were at Algiers, as the 
de facto authority in France “so long as they continued to receive the 
support of the majority of Frenchmen who are fighting for the defeat of 
Germany and the liberation of France.” We emphasized that this authori- 
zation was based on the understanding that, as Supreme Allied Com- 
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mander, General Eisenhower had to receive whatever authority he con- 
sidered necessary for the unimpeded conduct of military operations, and 
that, as soon as the military situation permitted, -the French people would 
be given an opportunity freely to exercise their will in the choice of a 
Government. 

Following the freeing of Paris, we reestablished our diplomatic mis- 
sion in the French capital on September 8 , 1944- 

During the military operations throughout the summer of 1944, as 
American, British, French, and Canadian troops drove the Germans back 
to the Siegfried Line, the arrangements we had made with the French 
committee worked out to our entire satisfaction. As province after prov- 
ince fell into Allied hands, it was clearly proven to us that the great 
majority of the French people, at least for the period of the emergency, 
freely accepted the leadership of General de Gaulle and the administration 
that he had set up on French soil. The French people themselves, par- 
ticularly the resistance elements of the French Forces of the Interior, 
made a real contribution to the Allied victory. 

By October the military situation made possible the establishment 
of most of France, including Paris, as a ‘‘Zone of the Interior” in which, 
as our arrangements called for, the conduct of civil affairs became entirely 
the responsibility of the French authorities. Accordingly, after we had 
consulted with the British and Soviet Governments, we decided that the 
French de facto authority established in Paris under the leadership of 
General de Gaulle should be recognized as the Provisional Government 
of the French Republic. We announced this decision on October 23, and 
Britain, the Soviet Union, and other United Nations made similar an- 
nouncements. With the approval of the French Provisional Government, 
the President named Jefferson Caffery, who had been our Ambassador in 
Rio de Janeiro, as Ambassador to France, 

The French Foreign Minister, Georges Bidault, sent me a note on 
November 4, inviting the President and me to visit Paris. I had already 
left the State Department, however, because of my health and was soon 
to resign, and the President also was unable to accept. 

A week later we, along with the British and Soviet Governments, 
invited the Provisional Government of the French Republic to full mem- 
bership on the European Advisory Commission in London. One of the 
principal questions before the commission was the surrender terms to be 
imposed on Germany and the postwar treatment of Germany. 

Meantime we joined with the British, Soviet, and Chinese Govefn- 
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ments at the Dumbarton Oaks conversations beginning in August, 1944, 
in agreeing that France should be accepted in due course as a fifth per- 
manent member of the Security Council in the proposed international 
organization for the maintenance of peace. 

Thus stood our relations with France at the time of my resignation 
as Secretary of State. As I left office our policy toward France was based 
on two primary considerations. The first was to seek to increase France’s 
contribution to the war in every possible way. The second was to assist 
France to resume her former position of influence and thus assume larger 
responsibility for maintaining the peace throughout the world following 
the defeat of the Axis. 

In the course of many preceding chapters I have been forced to give 
considerable attention to General de Gaulle — an attention that sometimes 
may have seemed disproportionate to the importance of the man himself. 
The significance of the De Gaulle issue, however, was not limited to the 
General. It involved relations between the United States and Britain, and 
between the United States and the Vichy Government and French North 
Africa. It embraced the basic belief of the President and me that the 
future of France should not be mortgaged to or by any one man or 
group, unless the French people themselves so elected. 

Not until we occupied large sections of France could we be sure that 
the French people would accept De Gaulle. The Free French had shown 
us numerous reports that they said came from the French underground, 
showing a great majority support for De Gaulle; but we had had other 
reports from inside France to the opposite effect. 

Our military support of De Gaulle had begun early and had never 
wavered. This was because we were quickly convinced that the Free 
French could lend some military assistance to the Allies. They were 
among the first to receive Lend-Lease aid, which was granted them on 
November ii, 1941. 

Our political support lagged behind oyr military support partly be- 
cause of De Gaulle’s actions in striving to impose himself as the govern- 
mental leader of all French elements opposed to the Nazis and of his 
propaganda which sought to play off Britain and the United States against 
each other, and the Anglo-Saxon nations against the Russians, and partly 
because of our uncertainty that he had the approval of a majority of the 
French people. Once this last point appeared assured, our political backing 
became cordial and wholehearted. 
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RELATIONS BETWEEN the United States and Russia, as 
1944 began, were closer than they had ever been. Through the Moscow 
and Tehran Conferences we had brought Russia into a program of real 
cooperation for the remainder of the war and, we hoped^ for the future. 

Throughout 1944, my last year in office, our relations continued good 
on the whole, with Russia joining wholeheartedly in the preparations for 
the postwar organization to keep the peace. It was obvious, however, that 
as Germany collapsed and Russia moved in to fill the vacuum in Eastern 
Europe, problems of a delicate nature would arise. It also was obvious 
that certain problems already existed that had not been settled. 

For one, Russia and another of the United Nations, Poland, were at 
daggers’ points. They maintained no diplomatic relations with each other, 
and constant recriminations were passing back and forth between Moscow 
and the Polish Government at London, sharply disturbing to the harmony 
of the United Nations. 

Our submission in August, 1943, of our good offices for the settlement 
of their dispute had not been accepted; but we tried again in January, 
1944, although in general we let the British Government take the lead in 
endeavors to resolve the dispute. This last was for the reasons that the 
Polish Government-in-exile was located in London, and that Britain had 
treaties of alliance both with Poland and with Russia. On January 14 the 
Polish Government announced its willingness to discuss all outstanding 
questions with the Soviet Union and indicated that it was approaching 
the United States and British Governments with a view to their acting 
as mtermediaries. 

The President and I quickly agreed to the Polish request. On January 
15 I cabled Ambassador Harriman to remind the Soviet Government that, 
as that Government well knew, we were pledged to the principle of settling 
disputes by peaceful accord. Without regard to the merits of the case, we 
hoped that the Soviet Government would give most favorable considera- 
tion to the Polish offer to discuss outstanding questions, on the basis 
presumably of the renewal of official relations between the Governments- 
of Poland and the Soviet Union. 

A refusal by the Soviet Government, or any show of hesitancy in tto 
regard at the present time, we added, would adversely affect the cause 
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of general international cooperation. On the other hand, far-reaching bene- 
ficial effects on world public opinion would be brought about by a solution 
of the Polish-Soviet differences in conformity with the basic principles 
of international cooperation. We likewise pointed to the very considerable 
advantages to our war effort which would come from the restoration of 
unity in the ranks of the United Nations. 

We informed the Soviet Government that, if it found it agreeable 
and desirable, we should be glad to extend our good offices toward initiat- 
ing discussions between the Polish and Soviet Governments, with a view 
to the resumption of official relations between them. 

In the cable to Ambassador Harriman I stated for his information 
that our proposal was intended primarily as an earnest, friendly effort 
to help Russia reach a settlement of this difficult problem. The Soviet 
newspaper Pravda had published a bitter reply to an article by Wendell 
Willkie dealing in part with Russia’s supposed intentions concerning the- 
political integrity of states around her borders, Finland, Poland, the Baltic 
and Balkan countries. This reply, I said, had had a far-reaching effect on 
public opinion here because it was inteipreted as an indication that the 
Soviet Government proposed to follow a course of unilateral action. Im- 
portant elements here, I added, viewed the Soviet Government’s attitude 
and actions with regard to the Polish boundary question as a test of the 
reality of friendly international cooperation and respect for the rights of 
nations. The Moscow and Tehran Conferences had produced encouraging 
results in the United States, I concluded, but we frankly pointed out 
the danger to the cause of cooperation in an international security system 
which an arbitrary treatment of the Polish-Soviet difficulties would pro- 
duce. 

A week later, on January 24, Soviet Ambassador Gromyko transmit- 
ted to me a reply from Molotov stating in effect that conditions were not 
yet ripe for mediation. Molotov said it was clear that the Polish Govern- 
ment’s aim, in turning to the Governments of the United States and Great 
Britain for mediation, was not to achieve agreement with the Soviet Gov- 
ernment but to deepen the conflict and involve the Allies therein. It 
seemed to him that the exclusion of all pro-Fascist imperialist elements 
from the Polish Government and the inclusion of democratic elements 
would be a fundamental improvement and would create a favorable 
ground for the reestablishment of Soviet-Polish relations and the settle- 
ment of the border question between them, as well as for fruitful media- 
tion. 
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Polish Ambassador Jan Ciechanowski called on me on January 26 
and handed me a note from Premier Mikolajczyk to the President. This 
stated that Prime Minister Churchill had suggested a five-point solution 
which he would propose to Stalin if the Premier agreed. The five points 
were: 

First, the Polish Government to accept the Curzon Line (roughly 
equivalent to the ‘limit of Polish territory occupied by the Russians in 
1939 — this area contained a large percentage of Russians) as a basis for 
negotiations concerning its eastern frontier. Second, Poland to receive East 
Prussia, Danzig, and Upper Silesia as far as the Oder River. Third, Poles 
on the Soviet side of the Curzon Line to have the right to remove to the 
west of that line. Fourth, all Germans to be removed from the new Poland, 
Fifth, Britain, Russia, and the United States to guarantee this settlement. 

Mikolajczyk asked the President in his note whether the United 
States Government considered it advisable to enter now upon a final set- 
tlement of European territorial problems; whether it would participate 
in bringing about and guaranteeing a settlement; and whether it supported 
ChurchilPs proposals. 

I promised Ambassador Ciechanowski I would transmit the note to 
the President. 

The President and I, in talking this over on January 31, agreed that 
we should not support any definite frontier recommendations during the 
course of the war. This was in line with the position I had stated on 
several occasions — ^namely, that new frontiers should not be fixed during 
the progress of hostilities except with the free consent of the countries 
directly concerned. There were more than thirty boundary questions in 
Europe alone, and an outside attempt to settle any of them would only 
result in raising all of them, to the detriment of the aggressive prosecution 
of the war. 

We did not believe it possible to give a United States guarantee of 
the new Poland that might be constituted along the lines of Prime Minis- 
ter Churchiirs suggestions. We felt that all the guarantees necessary would 
be contained within the new international security organization to which 
the Russians, British, Chinese, and we had agreed at the Moscow Confer- 
ence, and that the United Nations organization would get off to a better 
start if it were not embarrassed by individual arrangements of guarantee. 

Accordingly, the State Department drew up answers to the three 
questions submitted by Premier Mikolajczyk. Mr. Roosevelt approved 
the answers, and we handed them to the Polish Ambassador. 



QUESTION OF RUSSIA 


1439 


On the first question — the advisability of entering now upon a final 
settlement of European territorial problems — the President pointed to the 
well known basic position of the United States Government that general 
discussions of European frontier problems during the progress of the war 
ran the risk of creating confusion and diverting attention from the prin- 
cipal objective of defeating Germany, This attitude, however, did not 
preclude direct settlement by mutual accord between any two countries 
that had mutual territorial problems. As for the Russo-Polish problem, 
the United States recognized that recent developments (Russian troops 
had crossed the old Polish frontier) might render it desirable for the 
Government of Poland to reach a solution without delay. 

On^the second question— j)articipation by the United States in bring- 
ing about a settlement and guaranteeing it — the President said this Gov- 
ernment would be prepared through the offer of good offices to the Polish 
and Soviet Governments to assist the Polish Government in freely reach- 
ing a settlement of its territorial problems. Although this Government 
would welcome a friendly solution of the outstanding questions between 
Poland and the Soviet Union, it was not in a position to guarantee any 
territorial settlement. 

On the third question — supporting ChurchilFs proposals — the Presi- 
dent said the United States was prepared to support the Prime Minister s 
endeavors to bring about the reestablishment of relations between the 
Soviet and Polish Governments on the basis of a friendly solution of all 
outstanding difficulties, 

I cabled Ambassador Harriman on February 7 a message from the 
President to Stalin, which we had prepared in the State Department. Mr. 
Roosevelt said to Stalin that, in communicating with him on the basis 
of the convel-sations they had had at Tehran, he wanted to make it plain 
that he neither desired nor intended to suggest, much less to advise him 
in any way, where Russia’s interests lay with regard to Poland, since he 
fully realized that Russia’s future security was rightly Stalin’s primary 
concern. He added, however, that the broad principles subscribed to at 
the Moscow and Tehran Conferences had been enthusiastically welcomed 
by the overwhelming majority of our people and Congress, and he knew 
Stalin would agree with him that it was highly important that faith in 
these understandings should not be questioned. He said he was sure a 
solution could be found that would fully protect Russia’s interests and 
satisfy Stalin’s desire to see a friendly, independent Poland and at the 
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same time not affect the cooperation which the Moscow and Tehran Con- 
ferences had so splendidly established. 

Foreign Commissar Molotov had stated to Ambassador Harriman 
on January i8 that it was impossible for the Soviet Government to have 
any dealings with the Polish Government in London in its existing form, 
and had suggested that the Polish Government should be reconstituted 
by including Poles at present in the United States, Great Britain, and the 
Soviet Union. 

Referring to Molotov’s statements, the President said to Stalin he 
fully appreciated the Marshal’s desire to deal only with a Polish Govern- 
ment in which he had confidence, and which could be counted upon to 
establish friendly, permanent relations with the Soviet Union. Neverthe- 
less, he earnestly hoped that, while this problem remained unsolved, 
neither party, by hasty word or unilateral act, would transform this par- 
ticular question into one that would adversely affect future international 
collaboration. He said it was especially necessary to avoid any action that 
might appear to counteract the achievement of our long-range objectives 
at a moment when public opinion was forming in support of international 
collaboration. 

The President mentioned that Churchill had informed him that he 
was urging Premier Mikolajczyk to accept the territorial changes proposed 
by Russia (the Curzon Line, more or less, in the east, with Poland to 
move farther west into former German territory). He then asked Stalin 
whether it was not possible on that basis to leave it to Mikolajczyk to 
make such changes in his Government as might be necessary without any 
evidence that a foreign country was pressing or dictating them. 

Here Mr. Roosevelt added another paragraph in his own hand stating 
his opinion that the first consideration at that time should be that Polish 
guerrillas would work with and not against Stalin’s advancing troops. 

On the following day, February 8, I sent Ambassador Winant in 
London a message from the President to Prime Minister Churchill which 
also had been prepared in the State Department. This was by way of 
comment on a message that Churchill had sent to Stalin outlining his 
suggestions for a settlement of the Polish-Russian dispute. The President 
asked whether the Prime Minister’s message might not give “U. J.” (the 
President and the Prime Minister occasionally used this designation, 
abbreviation for “Uncle Joe,” in referring to Stalin) the impression that 
Mr. Churchill was wedded to the present members of the Polish Govern- 
ment in London and was determined to see them become the future Gov- 
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emment of Poland. Stalin, he thought, might interpret this as evidence of 
a wish on Mr. ChurchilPs part to see a Government set up along Russian 
borders which the Russians rightly or wrongly regarded as containing 
elements irrevocably hostile to them. 

The President said he knew that this was not Mr. ChurchilPs wish, 
and that the Prime Minister was interested only in preserving the principle 
of the right of all countries to chose their governments without interfer- 
ence and also in avoiding the creation by the Soviet Government of a 
rival Polish Government. He suggested that this be made clear to “U. J.” 
by referring- to the possibility that, if a real solution of the frontier and 
other questions with Russia was near, the Polish Government of its own 
accord would accept the resignation of its members known to be particu- 
larly objectionable to Russia. 

Mr. Roosevelt sent the Prime Minister a copy of the cable he had 
dispatched to Stalin. 

Nothing came of these exchanges. Premier Mikolajczyk’s Government 
would not accept the Curzon Line as a basis for negotiation with Russia. 
Stalin on his part said that before Polish-Soviet relations could be re- 
sumed, the Polish Government must publicly announce its recognition of 
the Curzon Line as its eastern frontier; but he added that he wished to 
have nothing to do with the present Polish Government in London, which, 
he said, was full of reactionaries who opposed good relations with Russia. 

Premier Mikolajczyk had for some time been urging the President 
to invite him to Washington for a discussion of the Polish situation, Mr, 
Roosevelt felt, however, and I agreed, that a personal discussion with 
the Premier would not resolve the difficulty with Russia. We knew the 
opposition that existed within the Polish Government to any cession of 
eastern Poland to Russia, however valuable might be the German terri- 
tory that Poland would receive; and we also knew that Russia would con- 
sent to no agreement with Poland that did not involve the reacquisition 
of eastern Poland which Russia regarded as her own. There was the fur- 
ther objection that a personal conference between Roosevelt and Mikola- 
jczyk, with all the publicity it would naturally receiye, might give rise 
to the impression that the United States had embraced Poland’s position 
versus Russia. 

Spring of 1944 was the period of preparation for the greatest military 
campaign in American history — the landing in Normandy. That landing 
had to he coordinated with Russian military movements in the east so 
that the Germans could not draw off too large a portion of their forces to 
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meet us in the west. We could not afford to become partisan in the Polish 
question to the extent of alienating Russia at that crucial moment. 

The President therefore desired to postpone Mikolajczyk’s visit. 
When the Premier wrote him a long letter that Ambassador Ciechanow- 
ski sent to the State Department on March 25, stating Poland’s position 
and emphasizing his desire to see the President personally, Mr. Roosevelt, 
replying on April 3, pleaded the state of his health and other commitments 
as reasons for postponing the visit at least until May. 

The Polish question was now further complicated by the obvious 
Russian efforts to set up a rival Polish Government in Russia or in that 
Polish territory which, since the beginning of the year, they had occupied. 
Soviet Ambassador Gromyko came in on May 27 to inform me that a 
group of representatives of what was called the National Council of 
Poland had gone from Warsaw to Russia. They stated that the council was 
fighting Germans, it needed arms to continue such fighting, it would be 
willing to work with the Polish Government in London, although it dis- 
liked some members of that Government, and it desired to establish rela- 
tions with the Soviet, British, and American Governments. 

When I asked what kind of relations they wanted, Gromyko replied 
he did not know; but he assumed they meant some sort of political rela- 
tions short of diplomatic relations. 

The President and I had no desire, however, to give any encourage- 
ment to the creation of a second Polish Government. We maintained 
diplomatic relations in London with the Polish Government-in-exile. And 
we felt, as we did in the case of De Gaulle and the French, that the Poles 
should be left entirdy free, when their country was liberated, to choose 
their own Government. 

In pursuance of the thought Molotov had expressed on January 18 
that the Polish Government should be reconstituted by including Poles 
in the United States, Britain, and Russia, Stalin sent the President a 
message at the beginning of March asking him to allow two American 
citizens of Polish descent to go to Moscow for discussions with Soviet 
officials. These were Professor Oscar Lange (at this writing Poland’s dele- 
gate to the United Nations) and a Catholic priest, the Reverend Stanislaw 
Orlemanski, both of whom were known for their pro-Russian views. 

Under Secretary Stettinius, who was acting for me during a brief 
absence from Washington, sent the President, after consulting with me, 
a memorandum on March 8 in which we opposed Stalin’s request. The 
memorandum stated that Stalin’s request raised very serious questions of 
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policy. Orlemanski and Lange represented a heavily slanted view on the 
Polish-Soviet question which, according to our information, was not shared 
by American citizens of Polish descent or by American public opinion 
as a whole. We might become directly involved in the dispute if they 
went to Russia by our tacit consent and assistance. Their visit would be 
widely interpreted as the first step in this Government’s abandonment of 
the legal Government of Poland. It was possible that their activities might 
bring them under the Logan Act, which prohibited American citizens from 
having any dealings with a foreign Government to defeat the measures 
of this Government. On the other hand, we concluded, it might be un- 
desirable if not impossible to refuse two American citizens permission to 
accept an invitation tendered by the Soviet Government. 

Despite these objections, the President thought he should accede to 
Stalin’s request. I sent Ambassador Harriman on March 24 a cable for 
Stalin from the President, which had been drafted in the State Depart- 
ment, saying that Lange and Orlemanski would be given passports in 
accordance with the Marshal’s request. The telegram suggested that the 
Soviet Union should furnish transportation facilities for the two visitors 
because of the military crowding of our own transportation facilities. It 
stated that our Government assumed no responsibility for their activities, 
and that, if their journey became the subject of public comment, we might 
find it necessary to emphasize this point. 

The visit of the two Polish-Americans to Moscow did arouse, as we 
knew it would, considerable adverse comment and agitation in the United 
States. Polish Ambassador Ciechanowski protested on behalf of his Gov- 
ernment. 

When Soviet Ambassador Gromyko called on me on May i I said 
that this incident had caused great injury to both our Governments so far 
as public opinion here was concerned. 

“I’ve been spending a large portion of my time,” I said, "defending 
Russia against the attacks made on her mainly on account of these small 
incidents which in themselves amount to little but which for propaganda 
purposes of those unfriendly to this Government and to Russia aire far- 
reaching in their damaging efiects. If we are to go forward with the move- 
ment of international cooperation to preserve peace after the war, it’s 
highly important that we should understand each other’s situation and 
psychology better, so that we can diminidi these small incidents.” 

I added that I would continue in a friendly way to do all possible 
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to clear up these matters, but that frankly I could not do all this work 
myself. 

Ambassador Gromyko said that he thought the criticism would be 
temporary, and that the matter of Orlemanski and Lange involved funda- 
mental policy of his Government, 

I replied that I could scarcely see the force of his last statement. 

In any event, Orlemanski’s and Lange’s visit to Moscow had no effect 
on the disin clina tion of the President and me to see the Russians attempt 
to create a rival Polish Government. 

Polish Premier Mikolajczyk’s visit was at length arranged, and he 
arrived in June. He had long conferences with the President, and he 
came to see me at his request on June 12, along with Ambassador Cie- 
chanowski. As our conversation began, I mentioned that I had hajf^ened 
to sit a little on the inside of the councils during the Wilson Administra- 
tion, and that Poland had been a constant topic of discussion. I said that 
every person vrith whom I came in contact seemed to be consumed with 
a desire to see Poland once more become a free and independent nation, 
and that Mikolajczyk would find the American people inherently friendly 
toward the people of Poland. 

“I repeat,” I added, “what I have said both to the Russians and to 
the Poles . . . when two neighbors discontinue speaking terms, the neigh- 
bors of each unanimously desire to urge them to find a way to get back 
on speaking relations. The interests and welfare of each country equally 
require that they live on friendly terms. There is no way to settle differ- 
ences that have arisen, and will inevitably arise, between nations hitherto 
friendly, except by persuasion, reason, remonstrance, and other methods 
of appealing to another government when it is considered in the wrong.” 

The Premier said he appreciated these points. He spoke, however, 
of the difficulties of getting along with Russia. He then brought up the 
question of credits for Poland, which he had presented to Under Secretary 
Stettinius severatl days before. I promised we would give his request every 
consideration. 

As the Premier was about to leave, I said that if it were poisible for 
ai^ropriate Polish and Russian representatives to meet on a conversa- 
tional basis, it would be of tremendous importance. It would probably 
mean a discussion in an increasingly friendly spirit of the differences be- 
tween the two Governments and a solution that each Government would 
fed was reasonably fair. 

“It’s true,” I commented, “that no country desires to have an un- 
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friendly country living by its side. We Allies feel keenly the unfriendly 
pro-Axis attitude of the Argentine Government located 7,000 miles away. 
While it is not essential, though it is preferable, for a next-door neighbor 
to be thoroughly friendly, yet the purpose of the future welfare of each 
country is served if one country is not unfriendly toward the other/’ 

The Premier agreed. 

The Polish and Russian Governments, I said, had a serious argument 
over the attempted dictation by the Soviet Government regarding some 
of the personnel of the Polish Government at London. The Polish Govern- 
ment’s resistance to that dictation was based on a sound position. On the 
other hand, Russia was not required to recognize the Government of any 
other country, and even then was not required to give any reason for 
doing so or for not doing so. These two opposing views, each sound, ap- 
proached each other within a given distance, at which point arose the 
controversy. Some of these days, I concluded, when both Governments 
decided to make an equal contribution toward working out such deadlocks 
as this, they would find ways to do so. 

Premier Mikolajczyk smiled and indicated his acquiescence. 

In line with this thought that high officials of the two Governments 
in dispute should meet and talk things over, President Roosevelt communi- 
cated to Stalin that Mikolajczyk would be willing to go to Moscow to 
make a sincere effort to reestablish relations with the Soviet Union. He 
indicated his interest that Stalin should receive the Polish Premier. 

Stalin did not acquiesce in the President’s suggestion. Some weeks 
later, however, at the insistence of Prime Minister Churchill, he consented 
to receive Mikolajczyk in Moscow, and the visit took place in August, 
though without concrete results. 

In the same month, August, 1944, we had a number of diplomatic 
exchanges with the Soviet Government in an effort to help the Polish 
resistance forces in Warsaw who had risen against the Germans as the 
Russian Army drew near that capital. We sought to obtain permission 
from the Russians for a shuttle mission of American bombers to drop arms 
to the Poles in Warsaw who were fighting desperately to hold their capital 
until the Russian forces could arrive. 

On August IS the Soviet Government refused our request of the 14th, 
saying that the Warsaw uprising was a ‘‘purely adventurist affair” and 
the Soviet Government would not lend its hand to it, and that, as Stalin 
had pointed out to Churchill on August 5, it was unimaginable that a few 
Polish detachments of the so-called National Army could have captured 
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Warsaw -when the Nazis were defending the capital with four tank divi- 
sions. 

I thereupon sent the President a memorandum on August 16, sa3dng: 
“I believe for a number of considerations that it is impossible for us or the 
British to abandon to their fate the Polish underground forces which are 
actively fighting the Nazi invaders of their country simply because such 
action might not accord with Soviet political aims.” 

I attached the draft of a telegram to Ambassador Harriman whereby 
the President authorized him to associate himself with the British Am- 
bassador in making representations to Stalin, or, if Stalin could not be 
seen, to Molotov, urging the Soviet Government to reconsider its attitude. 
The British had already asked our assistance toward this end. 

After the President had given his approval, the telegram went out on 
August 17. We pointed out that, while we sincerely hoped that the Soviet 
Government would cooperate with us and the British in furnishing assist- 
ance to the Polish underground forces and would itself furnish such as 
might be practicable, the American forces intended, in any case, in so far 
as militarily feasible, to continue to furnish aid to the Polish underground 
inside German-occupied Poland. This Government, we concluded, saw no 
reason to depart from its consistent policy of furnishing all possible aid 
to any force of the United Nations engaged in fighting our common enemy. 

The President himself was keenly interested in this project. From 
what we could learn, the Poles had gained control of a large part of 
Warsaw and were valiantly holding out against the Germans. We thought 
it would be highly advantageous to the general war effort for their re- 
sistance to continue until the Russians, who were only a comparatively 
short distance away, reached the city. 

Before ^his telegram arrived Ambassador Harriman conferred with 
Foreign Commissar Molotov on August 17, and presented arguments simi- 
lar to those we had stated. Molotov admitted that Stalin had promised 
Mikolajczyk, during his visit to Moscow earlier in the month, to give aid 
to the Poles resisting the Germans in Warsaw. He explained, however, 
that because of statements emanating from the Polish Government in Lon- 
don, it had become evident by August 12 that the movement in Warsaw 
was inspired by men ants^onistic to the Soviet Union, and therefore the 
Soviet- Government could no longer countenance any a-«w o ciat 'o n with the 
uprising. He further said that his Government could not object to British 
or American planes dropping arms in the region of Warsaw, but they ob- 
jected to the planes landing in Soviet territory since the Soviet Govern- 
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ment did not wish, either directly or indirectly, to associate itself with 
“the Warsaw adventure.” 

The President and Prime Minister Churchill made a joint, direct 
appeal to Stalin on August 20. They said in substance that they were 
thinking of world opinion if the anti-Nazis in Warsaw were, in effect, 
abandoned. They expressed the belief that Russia, Britain, and the United 
States should do their utmost to save as many of the patriots in Warsaw 
as possible. They hoped that the Soviet authorities would immediately 
drop supplies and munitions to the Poles or agree to assist our planes 
in doing so. They stressed the extreme importance of the time element. 

The Germans were then bringing overwhelming force to bear against 
the beleaguered Poles, and it seemed doubtful that the resistance forces 
could hold out much longer without help. 

Stalin finally gave permission for one shuttle flight which was carried 
out successfully on September 18. He also gave permission for another 
flight, which, for operational reasons, was not made. The resistance in 
Warsaw ended on October 2 with the surrender of those Poles who had 
survived the incessant German attacks. 

When Prime Minister Churchill went to Moscow in October for 
another effort to solve the Polish-Russian dispute, he induced Stalin to re- 
ceive Mikolajczyk again. The Polish Premier, following his return to Lon- 
don from his second trip to Moscow, tried to persuade the members of his 
Cabinet to accept the Soviet proposal to use the Curzon Line as the basis 
for the Polish-Soviet frontier. Encountering difficulties from his colleagues, 
he appealed to President Roosevelt on October 26 to send a message to 
Stalin asking the Soviet leader to include the city of Lw6w and the oil 
fields south of that city within Poland’s future boundaries. 

The President was looking forward at that time to another meeting 
with Stalin and Churchill within the near future. Consequently he decided 
not to send the message, preferring to talk the matter over with Stalin 
personally. 

On November 15, after it had become evident that the meeting would 
be put off— it did not eventuate until February, 1945, at Yalta — the Presi- 
dent addressed a letter to Polish Premier Mikolajczyk, which the State 
Department drew up. This contained four main points. 

The first was that the United States Government stood for a strong, 
free, and ind^endent Polish state in which the Polish people should have, 
the right to order their internal existence as they saw fit. 

The second was that we should have no objection to any frontier 
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settlement that was reached in agreement among the Polish, Soviet, and 
British Governments, but that we could give no guarantee of any ^ecific 
frontiers. 

The .third was that, if the Polish Government should desire to trans- 
fer population to and from Polish territory, the United States Government 
would have no objection and would facilitate such transfers as far as prac- 
ticable. 

The final point was that the United States Government, subject to 
legislative authority, would assist in the postwar economic reconstruction 
of Poland in so far as practicable. 

Ambassador Harriman, who took the letter from Washington to Lon- 
don, was also instructed to discuss Lw6w with the Polish Premier and to 
say that, if the Premier desired him to make a strong appeal to Stalin to 
have that district included in the future Poland, he would do so. 

Premier Mikolajczyk said to Harriman on November 23, however, 
that he had already decided to reagn, since he could not persuade his 
Cabinet to accept the Russian proposals regarding the eastern frontier. 
He said he regretted asking the President to take up the question of 
Lw 5 w because, even if Stalin had agreed, his colleagues still would not 
have accepted the boundary. As I was in process of resigning, Mikolajczyk 
himself resigned on November 24. 

When I left office, the Polish-Russian dispute was no nearer solution. 
I have no intention to go into the merits of that dispute. The policy of 
the President and me was to refrain from stretching the United States 
upon a bed of nettles. In our diplomatic exchanges with both sides and in 
our offers of good offices, we repeatedly stated we were not entering into 
the merits of the differences between Poland and Russia. 

We certainly brought all the pressure we logically could on both sides 
to compose their quarrel. But our broader view of the interests of the 
United Nations would not permit us to accept the suggestion often ad- 
vanced that we shorild cut off Lend-Lease supplies to Russia unless she 
made a settlement with Poland. Nor could we pu^ our diplomatic ap- 
proaches to either side to an extent that would injure our relations with 
the other side. We made it repeatedly dear that we wanted a strong, free 
Poland; but we were not going to say at that point that Poland’s frontiers 
should be such and such a line, for to have done so would have sprung a 
Pandora’s box of dozens of otb^ frontier questions. We were alre^y hdp- 
ing both Pdand and Russia, through Lend-Lease, to the full extent of our 
aUlity, and we were willing to go much further in helping Poland transfer 
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Polish people from one area to another in furtherance of an agreement 
with Russia. 

Poland was only one of a number of countries that entered into the 
channel of our policy toward Russia. Our relations with Russia were in 
one sense similar to our relations with Britain, in that there were few dip- 
lomatic moves we took toward other countries that did not have some 
reference to Russia and require consultation with her. I insisted again and 
again to the President and to my associates in the State Department that 
we could not have friendly ties with the Soviet Union unless we consulted 
her on any point or decision that was even remotely of interest to her. 

On the other hand, Russia occasionally took a step without consult- 
ing us, and friction inevitably arose. Such a step was her sudden establish- 
ment of diplomatic relations with the Italian Govemment on March 13, 
1944, without prior notice to us. This move was a stride further than the 
relations the British^ and ourselves had established with the new Italian 
Government. Public opinion naturally resented such a unilateral action; 
and, for some days following, Russia came in for a had press in Britain 
and the United States. 

Diplomatic exchanges between ourselves and the Russians straight- 
ened the matter out, but when Soviet Ambassador Gromyko came to me 
on April 13 to give me a second memorandum from his Government ex- 
plaining its position, I remarked, in thanking him: ^‘This has presented a 
relatively small question; but in my opinion the handling of this matter 
publicly has resulted in one hundred times more harm than good to 
Russia, both in connection with the international movement of cooperation 
and with public opinion in the United States. I earnestly hope that in 
future Russia will undertake to talk such matters out, as each of the three 
great nations should do, rather than go into the press with premature and 
unilateral decisions.’’ 

For three years the United States Government had tried to help 
Russia by exerting every possible pressure to induce Finland to withdraw 
from the war. In 1944, as in the preceding three years, we made the 
strongest of diplomatic representations to Helsinki, pointing out that it 
was to Finland’s best interests to retire, while she still could, and warning 
her that the responsibility for her continuing in a state of war with Allies 
of the United States must be borne solely by the Finnish Government. 

Finland’s aid to Germany was economic as well as military in that 
Germany received from Finland nickel, cobalt, molybdenum, timber, 
newsprint, and other products whidh she needed. The President sent me 
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on May 22, 1944? a memorandum he had received from Leo Crowley, 
Administrator of the Foreign Economics Administration, pointing out the 
desirability of cutting off Finnish ferroalloy supplies to Germany; and 
he asked me to prepare a reply for his signature. 

I sent him a draft reply on May 27 in which we pointed out the long 
efforts we had made to get Finland out of the war, in order to bring to 
an end the very substantial military and economic aid she had been giving 
Germany. Apparently, I said, the only practical way to stop Finnish ex- 
ports to Germany would be through military measures; and I was sure 
that Britain and the Soviet Union, which were at war with Finland, had 
this very much in mind. I added, however, that we were considering the 
early blacklisting of Finnish firms which traded with Germany, and we 
hoped this would have some effect. We announced the blacklisting of these 
firms on June 3. 

On June 16 the State Department requested Finnish Minister Hjal- 
mar Procope and three counselors of his Legation to leave the United 
States because of propaganda activities they were carrying on inimical to 
our interests. We nevertheless pointed out that this did not constitute a 
rupture of diplomatic relations with Finland. 

The rupture, however, occurred two weeks later, following a visit of 
German Foreign Minister Ribbentrop to Helsinki and an announcement 
by the Finnish Government indicating a complete comradeship in arms 
between the two countries. After consultation with the President, I sent 
the Finnish Charge a note on June 30 breaking off relations. 

In this we stated that we were not unaware of the fact that the in- 
filtration of German troops into Finland and of Germans into the councils 
of the Finnish Government had deprived that Government of liberty of 
action. Nevertheless we had taken every opportunity, publicly and through 
diplomatic representations, to warn the Finnish Government of the inevi- 
table consequences of its association with Nazi Germany. These warnings 
had been ignored, and the partnership was now complete, 

‘‘The Government of the United States,^’ we said, “must take into 
account the fact that at this decisive stage in the combined operations of 
the military, naval, and air forces of the United States and the other 
United Nations, the Finnish operations have a direct bearing on the suc- 
cess of the Allied effort.” 

Finland, however, formed only a minor part of our relations with 
Russia. We were then giving greater attention to the Balkans as Soviet 
troops advanced into that trouble spot of Europe. 



106 : Russia — Conclusions 


WHEN THE RUSSIAN ARMY began to push into Rumania 
in April, 1944, the relationship between the Soviet Union and the Balkans 
came to the forefront of our diplomacy. What were Russia's political in- 
tentions in the Balkans? Would she seek to set up a domain of her own 
in the Balkans? Would she retire completely after victory? Would she 
work with the other major Allies in solving Balkan questions? 

Soviet Ambassador Gromyko came in on April 1 to hand me a state- 
ment from his Government relating to the advance into Rumania. This 
asserted that the offensive was the beginning of a full reestablishment of 
the border delineated in 1940 by treaty between the Soviet Union and 
Rumania. At the same time it promised that the Soviet Union did not aim 
at acquiring any part of Rumanian territory or at changing Rumania's 
social regime. 

In effect, the statement was a reiteration of the position already an- 
nounced with regard to territorial aims in eastern and southeastern Eu- 
rope; namely, that the U.S.S.R. would restore its western boundaries as 
they had existed on June 22, 1941, when Germany attacked Russia. (This 
stand had been modified slightly when the Soviet Union proposed to estab- 
lish the frontier with Poland on the basis of the Curzon Line, which in 
certain parts was a little to the east of the 1941 frontier.) The statement 
meant that Russia intended to reincorporate all of Bessarabia and all of 
Bucovina into the U.S.S.R. Bessarabia had formed part of the Russian 
Empire from 1812 until the end of the First World War. Bucovina had 
never formed part of the Russian Empire and was incorporated into the 
Soviet Union only in 1940, at the time Bessarabia was taken over. Its 
annexation would give, the Soviet Union a common frontier with the east- 
ern tip of Czechoslovakia. 

A stir of i^culation now arose in the press of many countries as to 
whether Russia's aim was liberation or acquisition. Suddenly British Am- 
bassador Halifax inquired of me on May 30, 1944, how this Government 
would feel about an arrangement between the British and Russians 
whereby Russia would have a controlling influence in Rumania, and Brit- 
ain a controlling influence in Greece. He said that difficulties had risen 
between Russia and Britain over the Balkans, especially with regard to 
Rumania. 
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He handed me a \mtten communication from his Govenunent a^ing 
whether we had any objection to an agreement between Britain and Russia 
whereby, in the main, Rumanian aSairs ^ould be the concern of the Soviet 
Government and Greek affairs the concern of the United Kingdom. This 
British-Russian understanding would apply only to war conditions and 
would not affect the rights and responsibilities which each of the three 
great Powers would have to exercise at the peace settlement. 

The British Foreign Office said that the United Kingdom Government 
was fully alive to the importance of avoiding even the appearance of carv- 
ing up ^e B alkans into spheres of influence. A temporary agreement such 
as they suggested seemed to them the best chance of amicable coopera- 
tion between the Allies in the coimtries concerned during the military 
period. 

After telling Halifax that I would give this serious consideration, I 
said point-blank: 

“At flrst blush, in view of the many charges and countercharges now 
rising — and which will certainly rise in the future — ^about encroachments 
first by one Government and then by another on the economic, political, 
military, or other internal affairs of the Balkans and other European coun- 
tries, it would be a doubtful course to abandon our broad basic declara- 
tions of poliqy, principles, and practice. If these are departed from in one 
or two important instances, such as you propose, then neither of the two 
countries parties to such an act will have any precedent to stand on, or 
any stable rules by which to be governed and to insist that other Govern- 
ments be governed.” 

I ccmcluded by saying that, in my opinion, this fact should be care- 
fully studied by all concerned before any definite departures took place. 
Halifax said he appreciated this thought. 

I wa^ in fact, flatly opposed to any division of Europe or sections of 
Eurq)e into spheres of influence. I had argued against this strongly at the 
Moscow Conference. It seemed to me that any creation of zones of influ- 
ence would inevitably sow the seeds of future conflict. I felt that zones 
of influence could not but derogate from the over-all authority of the 
international security organization which I expected would come into 
being. 

I was not, and am not, a believer in the idea of balance of power or 
spheres of influence as a means of keeping the peace. During the First 
World War I had made an intensive stu<fy of tite systen of spheres of 
influence and balance of power, and I was grounded to the taproots in 
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their iniquitous consequences. The conclusions I then formed in total op- 
position to this system stayed with me. 

On the following day, May 31, Prime Minister Churchill, to whom 
Halifax’s cable reporting my remarks was undoubtedly communicated, 
sent the President a telegram direct in which he argued strongly for our 
approval of the proposed agreement. He emphasized that Britain did not 
wish to cut up the Balkans into areas of influence, that the arrangement 
would apply only to war conditions, and that there would be no change 
in the present collaboration between the American and British Govern- 
ments in formulating and executing the policy of the Allies toward Greece 
and Rumania. 

His telegram contained two additional items of information. One was 
that it was the British Government which had suggested the agreement 
to Russian Ambassador Gousev in London. The second was that the Rus- 
sians had informed the British on May 18 that they were in agreement 
with the suggestion, but before they could give any final assurances they 
would like to know whether the United States Government had been con- 
sulted, and whether we were in agreement with the arrangement. 

. The Prime Minister said he hoped the President would feel able to 
give his blessing to the .proposal. 

Mr. Roosevelt sent this telegram to me for consideration and for the 
drafting of a reply. 

My associates at the State Department agreed with the original at- 
titude I had taken with Lord Halifax; namely, that we could not lend our 
support to any such agreement and, in fact, should do what we could to 
discourage it. While we could imderstand Britain’s natural desire to 
strengthen herself in the Mediterranean through a position of influence in 
Greece, and to avoid causes of friction with the Russians in the Balkans, 
we felt that any such arrangement as that proposed, no matter how tem- 
porary it might be made to appear, would inevitably conduce to the 
establishment of zones of influence against which we had been stoutly 
fighting, and against which I had spoken out at the Moscow Conference. 

While this reply was being prepared in the Department, Halifax 
handed us on June 8 another message from the Prime Minister — ^this one 
addressed to him. Mr. Churchill again said there was no question of 
spheres of influence being involved. But he added that, although we all 
had to act together, someone must ‘‘play the hand.” It seemed reasonable 
to him that the Russians should deal with the Rumanians and Bulgarians, 
and that Britain should deal with the Greeks, who were in Britain’s theater 
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of operations and were Britain’s old allies, for whom she had sacrificed 
40,000 men in 1941. The same, he added, was true of Yugoslavia. 

Mr. Churchill commented that he had kept the President constantly 
informed, but that Britain had been playing the hand in Greece and had 
to be very careful to play it agreeably to the Russians. Events, he re- 
marked, moved very rapidly in the Balkans. 

Britain, he said, followed the lead of the United States in South 
America as far as possible, so long as it was not a question of her beef 
and mutton, on which naturally she held strong views because of the 
“little folk.” 

This telegram was important in that it brought in two countries not 
hitherto mentioned by the British — Bulgaria to be dealt with by Russia, 
and Yugoslavia to be dealt with by Britain. It therefore seemed more 
urgent even than before to oppose the arrangement which woulci bring one 
set of countries under Russia and another set under Britain. 

The President sent our reply to the Prime Minister on June 10. This 
recalled my conversation with Halifax on May 30 when I communicated 
to the Ambassador reasons why this Government was unwilling to give its 
approval. The President acknowledged in his reply that the Government 
responsible for military actions in any country — Britain was militarily re- 
sponsible for Greece, and Russia for Rumania — would inevitably make 
decisions which military developments necessitated. But we were con- 
vinced that the natural tendency for such decisions to extend into the 
political and economic fields would be strengthened by the agreement 
proposed by the British. The President stated our opinioji that tMs would 
surely lead to the persistence of differences between Britain and Russia 
and to the division of the Balkans into spheres of infiuence, regardless of 
Mr. Churchill’s statement that the agreement would be limited to military 
matters. 

The President concluded that we should prefer to see consultative 
machinery set up for the Balkans to resolve misunderstandings and to 
prevent the development of exclusive zones of influence. 

The Prime Minister came back the following day, June ii, with a 
long, forceful telegram saying that the President’s message had given him 
much concern. Action would be paralyzed, he said, if everybody had to 
consult everybody else before taking action. Events in the Balkans always 
outstripped the changing situations. Consequently a committee for con- 
sultation such as the President had indicated would merely obstruct action 
and, in emergencies, would always be overridden by direct interchanges 
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between the President and the Prime Minister, or between Stalin and 
either of them. 

Mr. Churchill advanced two examples in which direct action by him- 
self had resolved situations — the mutiny of Greek troops at Easter, and a 
prospect of trouble in Egypt. If Britain had had to consult other Powers 
and a system of triangular or quadrangular cables had got under way, 
chaos or impotence might have resulted. 

In the Greek crisis, he commented, the President’s telegrams to him 
had worked wonders. His agreement with the President had been complete, 
and the result had been entirely satisfactory. He asked why all this effi- 
cient direction should be broken up into a committee of mediocre officials 
such as were being littered throughout the world. He further asked why 
he and the President could not keep this in their own hands, considering 
how they saw eye to eye about so much of it. 

The Prime Minister finally suggested that the arrangement he had 
proposed should have a three months’ trial, following which it would be 
reviewed by the three Powers. 

When this telegram arrived, I was resting for a few days at Hershey, 
Pennsylvania. The President, without consulting me or the State De- 
partment, replied the following day accepting the Prime Minister’s three 
months’ proposal, but adding that care should be exercised to make it 
clear that no postwar spheres of influence were being established. 

The President did not inform the State Department of this action. 

I returned to Washington at this juncture. On the day of my return, 
June 12, not knowing of the President’s telegram to the Prime Minister, 
we sent the British Embassy a memorandum which the President had 
previously approved in which we outlined our arguments against the 
proposed Anglo-Russian agreement. In particular, we said it would be 
preferable to give attention to proposals to establish adequate machinery 
for frank consultation regarding the Balkan region and thus direct the 
policies of the Allied Governments along lines of collaboration rather than 
independent action. We added that we attached particular importance to 
this policy at the present time when -special efforts were being made for 
concerted action in laying the foundations of a broader system of general 
security in which all countries great and small would have their part. An 
arrangement suggestive of sphlsres.of influence, we concluded, could not 
but militate against the establishment and effective functioning of such a 
broader system. 

Still not knowing of the President’s telegram of June 12 to the Prime 
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Minister, I sent him a letter on June 17, in which I pointed out that Mr. 
Churchill openly applied his proposition to the entire Balkan region by 
mentioning Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, in addition to Rumania and Greece, 
and that he advanced our position in South America as an analogy. 

“Mr. Churchill’s further exposition of the British case,” I said, “did 
not overcome our objections or seem to us to warrant any change in our 
views toward this dangerous proposal.” 

I also called attention to what I termed an “extremely disturbing 
aspect of this matter” — ^namely, that the British had not discussed a pro- 
posal of this nature with us until after it had been put up to the Rus- 
sians and the latter inquired whether we had been consulted. 

The British Foreign Office had suggested that the whole proposal 
arose out of a chance remark by Eden to Ambassador Gousev, whereas 
Mr, Churchill’s frank telegram of May 31 said plainly that Britain had 
suggested to the Russian Ambassador that Britain and Russia should agree 
between themselves as to Rumania and Greece. The Prime Minister’s 
telegram, I said, “indicated that this Government would have been faced 
with a concluded ^heres-of-influence agreement between the British and 
Russians if the latter had simply agreed without raising the question of 
our position.” 

I suggested that the President might want to call this to Mr. Church- 
ill’s attention, and accordingly I attached the proposed draft of a message 
from the President to the Prime Minister. 

Our Ambassador to Greece, Lincoln MacVeagh, whose Embassy was 
at Cairo, cabled us on June 26 that his British colleague had informed 
him that the American Government had agreed to the proposal, with the 
provision that it should be subject to review after three months. This cable 
was the first intimation we had of the President’s decision on June 12. 

I wrote the President a letter, enclosing a copy of Ambassador Mac- 
Veagh’s telegram, and asking him whether any changes had been made 
in our position. 

The President replied on June 30, simply enclosing paraphrases or 
extracts of the messages which had been exchanged between himself and 
Mr, Churchill, These included his message of acceptance of June 12, to 
which Mr. Churchill had replied two days later expressing his deep grati- 
tude and stating that he had asked Eden to convey the information to 
Molotov and make clear that the three months’ limitation had been agreed 
to so that there would be no prejudgment of the question of establishing 
postwar spheres of influence. 
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Also among the enclosures was the message to Mr. Churchill which 
we had drafted in the Department and I had sent the President on June 
17. He had dispatched this to the Prime Minister on June 22. In it he 
said that he was a bit worried, and so was the State Department, concern- 
ing the Balkans. He said that frankly we were disturbed that the British 
took the matter up with us only after they had presented it to the Rus- 
sians and the latter had asked whether we were agreeable to it. He said 
that in future he hoped matters of this importance could be prevented 
from developing in this way. 

The Prime Minister replied on the following day, June 23, that he 
could not admit that he had done anything wrong. Three people in dif- 
ferent parts of the world, he remarked, could not work together effectively 
if each had to keep the third informed of any suggestion to either of the 
others. He cited as an example the President’s message about his con- 
versations with Premier Mikolajczyk of Poland, sent to “U. J.” with- 
out informing Churchill about it. 

In Yugoslavia and Greece, the Prime Minister said, he was struggling 
to bring order out of chaos and concentrating all efforts against the 
enemy. With regard to those two countries and to Turkey, he stated, he 
had been keeping the President constantly informed, and he hoped to 
have the President’s confidence and help in the spheres of action in which 
Britain had been assigned the initiative. 

Mr. Roosevelt replied to this on June 26 by saying that it would 
seem to him that each of them had inadvertently taken independent steps 
in a direction which they both now agreed was for the time being expedi- 
ent. He emphasized that it was essential that they should always be in 
accord on questions bearing on the Allied war effort. He forthwith sent 
Mr. Churchill a duplicate of the message he had sent Stalin concerning 
his conversation with Premier Mikolajczyk. 

The Soviet Union now made a direct approach to us to learn our 
views on Greece and Rumania, On July i Ambassador Gromyko sent me 
an aide-mimoire in which he outlined the situation to date, beginning with 
the initial conversation on May 5 between Eden and Ambassador Gousev 
and the Soviet reply on May 18. 

We replied to this on July 15, after the President had approved our 
draft. We confirmed the fact that this Government had agreed to the ar- 
rangement, for a trial period of three months, our assent having been given 
in consideration of the present war strategy. Except for this overriding 
consideration, we pointed out, this Government would wish to make known 
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its apprdiension lest the proposed agreemeat migjit, by the natural ten- 
dency of such arrangements, lead to the division in fact of the Balkan 
region into spheres of influence. 

We said it would be unfortunate if any temporary arrangement 
should be so conceived as to appear to be a departure from the principle 
adopted by the three Governments at the Moscow Conference definitely 
rejecting the spheres-of-influence idea. Consequently, this Government 
hoped that no projected measures would be allowed to prejudice the ef- 
forts toward directing the policies of the Allied Governments along lines 
of collaboration rather than independent action, since any arrangement 
suggestive of spheres of influence could not but militate against the estab- 
lishment and effective functioning of a broader system of general security 
in which all countries would have their part. 

We added that we supposed that the three months’ trial period would 
enable the British and Soviet Governments to determine whether such an 
arrangement was practicable and efficacious as appl}dng to war conditions 
only, without in any way affecting the rights and responsibilities which 
eadi of the three principal Allied nations would have to exercise during 
the period of the reestablishment of peace, and afterwards, in regard to 
the whole of Europe. 

Finally we assumed that the arrmgement would have neither direct 
nor indirect validity as affecting the interests of this Gov«nment, or of 
other Governments associated with the three principal Allies. 

Events fully justified the apprehensions we entertained over this 
Anglo-Russian arrangement, which duly entered into effect following the 
President’s acquiescence. When Prime Minister Churchill and Foreign 
Secretary Eden went to Moscow in October, 1944, to see Stalin and 
Molotov, they extended the arrangement still further, even reducing to 
percentages the relative degree of influence which Britain and Russia in- 
dividually should have in specified Balkan countries. Cables from our 
Embassies in Moscow and Ankara mentioned that Rus^ would have a 
75/25 or 80/20 predominance in Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania, while 
Britain and Russia would share influence in Yugoslavia 50/50. Later the 
Rusaans took it for granted that by the agreement of June, 1944, Britmn 
and the United States had asagned them a certain portion of the Balkans 
including Rumania and Bulgaria, as their sphere of inflhence. This as- 
sung>tion had its untoward effect at the Yadta Conference in February, 
* 945 - 

Bad we made sudh a determined fi^t against the Anglo-Russian 
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agreement as we had made successfully against the proposed territorial 
clauses of the Anglo-Russian alliance in May, 1942 (Chapter 85), it 
is possible that some of our later difBculties in the Balkans might not 
have arisen. 

As autumn, 1944, approached, my associates and I began to wonder 
whether Marshal Stalin and his Government were commencing to veer 
away from the policy of cooperation to which they had agreed at the 
Moscow Conference, and which, with a few exceptions, they had followed 
since then. We were beginning to get indications that the Russians were 
about to drive hard bargains in their armistice agreements with Hungary, 
Bulgaria, and Rumania, which would give them something in the nature 
of control over those countries. At the same time we had just been forced 
to take notice of Russia’s strong attitude on the voting question in the 
United Nations Security Council — ^which will be taken up in Part Eight. 

Accordingly I cabled Ambassador Harriman in Moscow on Septem- 
ber 18. Mentioning the voting question that had risen at the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference, I said that this, along with other recent developments 
that he had reported, raised most serious doubts with regard to future 
long-range Soviet policy. I added that I had begun to wonder whether 
Stalin and the Kremlin had determined to reverse their policy decided 
upon at Moscow and Tehran and to pursue a contrary course. I therefore 
asked Harriman’s estimate of the present trend of Soviet policy so that 
we might decide how to meet this possible change in Russian attitude. 

I stated to Harriman that I should find particularly helpful his views 
as to the capses that had brought about this change in Soviet policy 
toward the United States and hardening of attitude toward Great Britain. 
I asked whether he felt that Russia’s adverse decisions at Dumbarton 
Oaks could be ascribed to the fact that her two Allies, Britain and the 
United States, had just met at the Second Quebec Conference, without 
Russia being present. I concluded by saying that I need not tell him that 
questions of the highest import to the future peace of the world were 
involved. 

Harriman replied the following day giving a number of instances of 
Russia’s unilateral actions or apparent unwillingness to collaborate with 
Britain and the United States. He said we had sufficient evidence to fore- 
see that, if a world organization were established requiring agreement of 
all permanent members for the consideration of any dispute, regardless of 
whether or not one of them was involved, the Soviet Government would 
ruthlessly block consideration by the Council of any question- that it con- 
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sidered affected its interests. The Soviet Government would also insist that 
such a matter be settled by the Soviet Union with the other country or 
countries involved, particularly any disputes with her neighbors. 

Harriman stated his conviction that Stalin and his principal advisers 
placed the highest importance on the association of the Soviet Union in a 
major way with the three great Powers, but that they expected their polit- 
ical and military strength would enable them to dictate the conditions. 
There was no doubt, he said, that the Russian people craved peace and 
had been led to believe that the intimate relationdiip developed with 
Britain and the United States during the war would continue after the 
war and guarantee a lasting peace. 

The Ambassador did not believe that Stalin could forgo the material 
as well as the psychological value of this association without causing grave 
concern among the Russian people. Nevertheless, there were powerful ele- 
ments dose to Stalin who were unwilling to give up the right of independ- 
ent action where Russia’s interests were affected or to see Russia depend 
for her security solely on an untried world organization with associates 
whom they did not fully trust. Stalin, he thought, liked to have two strings 
to his bow, and it did not appear inconsistent to the Marshal to pursue 
simultaneously these two methods to obtain security for his country and 
to promote its national interests as he envisaged them. 

In a later td^r^r Ambassador Harriman said he did not bdieve 
that the An^o-American meeting at Quebec without Soviet partidpation 
had affected the Rusnan attitude. He said it was difficult to put one’s 
finger on the causes for the change in the Soviet attitude toward the 
United Stat^ and Great Britain. He thought, however, that when the 
Russians saw victory in, sight they began to put into practice the policies 
th^ intended to follow in peace. 

In general, he sdd, Stalin and his principal advisers placed the great- 
est hnportance and reliance on the newly won relationship with the British 
and oursdveSj and desired above all else to take a leading role in interna- 
ticHoal affaim. But they were fearful of the antagonism of the world against 
them and w^ always consdous of the fact that they were a backward 
country materially and culturally. Hence they were unduly sensitive and 
su^idous of 6m mciives and actions. Harriman suggested that we diould 
l» undemanding df their sensitivity, meet them much more than halfway, 
«iconrage.tlw9th and 'support them wherever we could, and yet oppose 
,thmn pcmoptiy snl^.the greatest of firmness where we saw them gdng 
wrong, i^.aaid HwfO' "srais no doubt that the overwhelming majority of 
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the Russian people wanted friendship with us, and he felt that the princi- 
pal men in the Government held the same view. 

In October, 1944, we protested, in numerous diplomatic cables to 
Russia and Britain, over the nature of the armistice terms Russia was 
arranging with 'Rumania, Bulgaria (against whom she had just recently 
declared war), and Hungary. Prime Minister Churchill and Foreign Sec- 
retary Eden, who had^one to Moscow, were carrying on negotiations with 
the Russians concerning these armistices, and we likewise objected to this 
fact, stating that the armistice terms should be agreed upon through the 
European Advisory Commission rather than bilaterally between Russia 
and Britain. We stated our objection to Russia’s inclusion of specific 
reparation sums in the armistice agreements, since we believed that the 
reparation settlements with all enemy countries should be decided jointly, 
after discussion and deliberation, by the United States, the United King- 
dom, the Soviet Union, and other interested countries rather than unilat- 
erally, and should be treated as parts of one broad problem. 

We further expressed our view that the reparations demanded by 
Russia of Hungary, $400,000,000, were clearly excessive, from the point 
of view both of Hungarian capacity to pay and of legitimate Russian 
claims on Hungary. Furthermore, collection by Russia of the amount de- 
manded might make it impossible for other United Nations that had 
claims against Hungary to obtain reparations.^ 

We likewise stated our objection to the nature and functions of the 
Allied Control Commissions for the Axis satellites as outlined by the Rus- 
sians. We felt that the Control Councils should act under instructions of 
the Soviet High Command only during the military period, which would 
come to an end with the termination of hostilities against Germany. Be- 
tween that time and the conclusion of peace with the satellites, we felt 
that the three Allied Governments should have equal participation in the 
work of the commissions, and that their representatives should be able to 
report directly to their respective Governments. 

When I left office the question of our future relations with the satel- 
lite countries was still under discussion. 

In the summer of 1944 we had begun to receive reports that the 
Soviet authorities were transferring Lend-Lease supplies or similar goods 
to third countries, particularly Iran, Yugoslavia, Finland, Poland, and 
Bulgaria. When the American Embassy In Moscow made inquiries, the 
Vice Commissar for Foreign Trade denied that American equipment or 
supplies had been transferred by the Red Army to third parties. He ad- 
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nutted that trucks, grains, and other supplies had been turned over to 
authorities in liberated areas, but explained that such goods generally were 
of Soviet origin. 

We sent the Soviet Government an aide-mimoire on July 6 request- 
ing that this Government be consulted prior to transfers of equipment 
«milar to Laid-Lease. The Russians delayed replying to this request, and 
at the timp. I left the State Dq>artment in November we had not received 
the assurances we requested. 

In many other instances, however, the Soviet Government kept us 
fuUy informed of negotiations in which it was engaged. Soviet Ambassa- 
dor Gromyko paid me a series of visits to hand me the successive notes 
his Government was sending to the Finni s h Government se^ng a basis 
for peace, and also the Finnish replies. 

Gromyko camp to me on April 13, 1944, to hand me a note informing 
us that the Japanese Government had approached his Government with 
an implied offer to bring about peace between Germany and Russia. 
Gromyko’s note stated that his Government had replied in the negative. 

In one of his last visits to me, on September 23, 1944, Gromyko 
brought me a further note along the same line. The Russians informed 
us that the Japanese Government had proposed to send a special mission 
to Moscow to discuss Soviet-Japanese relations. The Soviet Government, 
beUeving that the mission had as its aim not so much the relations be- 
tween Japan and the U.S.S.R. as the possibility of concluding a separate 
peace tetween Germany and Russia, had rejected the Japanese proposal. 

Our diplomatic exchanges with Russia on postwar subjects leading 
up to the Dumbarton Oaks Conference were friendly, with the exception 
of our failure to agree on the incluticm of China in the first phase of the 
cmiversations. Some differences of opinion — several of them acute — nat- 
ural^ rose between us during that conference, but in general we were 
seeing eye to 

. I^tience was the keynote of my attitude toward Russia, but it was a 
patience fortified and surrounded by principles we were determined to 
uphold, and activate by a constant effort to xmderstand the Rushans 
said induce them to try to understand us. On several occasions during 
2944, when I had basic conversations with Soviet Ambassaxior Gromyko, 
1 Bou^t to clarify this attitude. 

When I saw him on March 19 , 1 said I had remarked to Molotov a 
number of times that our two peoples differed in msmy wa}rs in their 
c^nms, habits, and psydiolc^. “It will take time,” I said, “for them to 
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become really acquainted with each other in all these respects to enable 
them to function more harmoniously in the part each must play in helping 
carry forward the organized movement of international cooperation.” 

Small or temporary mistakes, I added, would often be made by both 
Governments, and by Great Britain. But we should be patient wifli each 
other, and in a friendly spirit discuss and work out amicable solutions 
of these small incidents. 

“Soviet Russia,” I said, ‘lias been considerably injured by some small 
occurrences that have been magnified out of all proportion by persons 
either unfriendly to this Government or unfriendly to Russia, or by some 
who were precipitant in concluding that a small incident appeared to 
determine the whole future course of world cooperation.” 

When Gromyko mentioned Russia’s imilateral establishment of diplo- 
matic relations with the Italian Government under Mardial Badoglio, 
without prior consultation with us and Britain, and said he would send 
me a statement on this question the following day, I remarked that this 
was a case illustrating what I had just said. “It is these small matters 
involving a combustible psychology,” I commented, “which enable trouble- 
makers and sinister influences to expand them like balloons and create a 
surprising amount of coolness toward Russia among people here and in 
Europe.” 

I therefore proposed that Russia diould reiterate fairly often her 
interest in the Four-Nation Declaration of the Moscow Conference and 
in carrying forward her full participation in the movement of international 
cooperation. This, I concluded, would help to clear the air and protect 
both the United States and the Russian Governments from excessive 
criticism over minor matters. 

Gromyko said he agreed with this and would communicate it to 
Molotov, 

Ten days later he came back to me and said that Molotov had agreed 
that this would be a fine and timely thing to do, but had suggested that, 
instead of Russia making the statement herself, she should join with the 
United States and Great Britain in a joint statement reiterating their 
interest in and support of the Four-Nation Declaration. 

We took this under advisement. Actions took the place of words in 
succeeding weeks in that we began preparing for the Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference to carry out the agreement we had reached in the Four-Nation 
Declaration to assist in creating an international organization to maintain 
the peace. 
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During 1944 I held a number of ofif-the-record conferences with 
members of the House and Senate and with groups of editors and clergy- 
men, in which Russia was naturally a prominent subject of comment and 
questioning. In general, my remarks pursued the following theme, which I 
give here because" it expressed my thoughts as to Russia at the moment 
I left office: 

In the summer of 1943 it became increasingly necessary to ascertain 
Russia’s views on some most important international questions Would 
she make a separate peace with Germany? Would she drive the enemy to 
Russian borders and stop, leaving the Allies to finish the job? What was 
her attitude toward Japan? Would she cooperate with China? Would she 
abandon isolationism and cooperate internationally? 

On these questions Russia was like a “closed book,” “a complete 
sphinx,” 

At the beginning of the Moscow Conference Russia was interested 
only in discussing measures for shortening the war — that is, a second front 
in the west. But the time had come when the three powerful nations had 
to indicate what they would do in the future. 

Russia held a deciding vote on whether the world would take the 
road to destruction or the road toward security and human welfare. Al- 
though the three most powerful nations might not be able to settle aH 
major international questions if they acted together, no one or two of 
them, acting alone, could hope to resolve these fundamental problems. 

In the end, Russia did put her name to the Four-Nation Declaration. 

Some time after the Moscow Conference, difficulties appeared. Rus- 
sian habits, customs, and manners are as inexplicable to us as ours are 
to them. It takes time to get acquainted. 

We must remember that the Russians were locked up and isolated 
for a quarter of a century. During that time, whenever they heard some- 
body on the outside say something about Russia, it was generally a violent 
epiliet. They became very seclusive and more suspicious than usual, and 
vituperative in return. They got into the habit of slashing back at anybody 
who attacked them, and sometimes much more savagely than the oflfense 
justified. Such sudden, ^oradic acts and utterances became part of the 
Russian custom. 

Nevertheless, I believe &at the Russians are peacefully inclined 
people. I believe ^so that the attitude of the Soviet Government on re- 
ligion is softening. We must not forget that the Russians have many quali- 
ties similar to our own. I believe that in a reasonable time they will work 
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together with other nations in the projected international organization, but 
that it will take time for them to get into step internationally. 

We must not let Russian unilateral action — for example, her recogni- 
tion of Badoglio without previously consulting Britain and the United 
States — ^be magnified out of proportion to its importance. Narrow-minded 
people may continue to irritate Russia to a point where she will draw 
back into extreme isolationism and nationalism. Then we should have to 
arm to the teeth. 

We must be patient and forbearing. We cannot settle questions with 
Russia by threats. We must use friendly methods. We are constantly 
conferring with the Russians in a friendly way. 

When I was a boy I had to handle a number of mules in plowing on 
my father^s farm in Tennessee. One of them could outkick any three 
mules. When he did I would lay my whip on him. That just gave him fuel, 
and he would kick all the more. I therefore had to give up and let him 
cool off. Then I would start quietly moving forward in the plow, where- 
upon he agreed to work. But whenever he kicked and I fought him with 
the whip he kicked all the more. 

We must ever remember that by the Russians’ heroic struggle against 
the Germans they probably saved the Allies from a negotiated peace with 
Germany, Such a peace would have humiliated the Allies and would have 
left the world open to another Thirty Years War, 

As I left office, the policy I advocated toward Russia rested on two 
bases. The first was: Continue in constant, friendly discussion with the 
Russians. Consult them at every point. Engage in no “cussin’ matches” 
with them. Explain to them, again and again if necessary, the principles 
upon which we felt peaceful international relations would prosper. Show 
them as clearly as possible the superior advantages to Russia of whole- 
hearted cooperation with other nations as compared with the minor advan- 
tages of predominance in neighboring states. Make it dear to them that 
we did not object to a nation’s preaching the merits of its form of govern- 
ment, whether Communism or Democracy, but that we did object to a 
nation’s interfering in the internal affairs of other nations. 

On many occasions I had made our policy on nonintervention clear 
to Russian representatives — ^including Molotov and the four Ambassadors 
who represented Russia to the United States during my tenure of office — 
right from the time of our establishment of diplomatic relations in 1933. 
I had said that if Russia after the war adopted a policy of relying for 
security on interfering with her neighbors she would not have a friend on 
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earth. I reemphasized again and again the significance of the Four-Nation 
Declaration, which precluded policies of intervention. This stated ^ecifi- 
cally that the four nations would not employ their troops in other 
countries except for the purpose of carr3dng out the objectives of the 
Declaration. 

I strongly stated to the Russians our policy toward the liberated 
areas, as I had presented it at the First Quebec Conference. This was 
that, as our AUied Governments liberated territory from the enemy, we 
would keep military supervision during the continuance of the war, and 
we would preach democracy to the people. When it became possible tor 
the people to assume control of their Government we would authorize 
them to hold an election to choose their own form of government. 

I repeatedly made dear to the Russians the nature of our policies 
in the Pan American field, where we had given up the thought of inter- 
vention, and where our little neighbors like Haiti and Salvador enjoyed 
parity, equality, and security with the larger countries. It was my plan, 
with regard to the Russians, to stand definitely on this policy of non- 
interference, and to show them that there was nothing more absurd than 
the pretension of any nation to a right to prowl about over the world and 
stick its nose into the affairs of other nations. I hoped, if my health per- 
mitted me to remain in office, to persuade Russia to adopt the policy of 
cooperation and nonintervention that prevailed in the Western Hemi- 
sphere, and to make this a solid world policy to which all nations sub- 
scribed. -Under this Pan American policy transplanted to Europe, Russia 
could have the friendliest pditical relations and the liveliest economic 
exchanges with her neighbors while refraining from interference in their 
internal affairs. 

The second premise of our policy toward Russia was: By our own 
actions give Russia a concrete example of how we thought she ^ould act. 
Therefore I OKJOsed the view of our Joint Chiefs of Staff that the Pacific 
islands we would take from Japan should become United States property. 
I felt strongly that there should be no exception to my view that all the 
colonial territories wrested from the Axis should be placed under a United 
Nations trusteeship system. It was not hard to see that Russia would not 
oppose our outright acquisition of these islands, but it also was not hard 
to see that Russm would thereupon use this acquisition as an example 
and precedent for similar acquisitions by herself. Our acquisition of these 
Islands estopped us from objecting to similar acquisitions by other nations. 

Therefore I likewise opposed the project later put through in the Act 
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of Chapultepec at the Mexico City Conference in March, 1945, after my 
resignation, whereby the American Republics agreed in effect to intervene 
militarily in any one of them in certain circumstances. Once we had 
agreed to this new position on intervention, Russia had more excuse to 
intervene in neighboring states, and we had less reason to oppose h^r 
doing so. 

President Roosevelt and I saw alike with regard to Russia. We both 
realized that the path of our relations would not be a carpet of flowers, but 
we also felt we could work with Russia. There was no difference of opinion 
between us that I can recall on the basic premise that we must and could 
get along with the Soviet Government. 

The President did not confer with me regarding any phase of his 
Yalta Conference with Stalin and Churchill, nor did I know of the con- 
cessions made there to Russia imtil they were published. Yalta was the 
only international conference attended by Mr. Roosevelt when I was not 
in office. My views relating to the questions arising among the major na- 
tions were fully set forth in the State Department record of conferences 
and conversations. As I left office I was stfll opposed to any change in the 
vote to be given Russia, any more than the vote for our own country. My 
view was that each major country possessed such powerful prestige and 
influence generally that it would have little difficulty in securing a full 
representation of its rights and interests at all times, without any need 
to have more than one vote. 

On the occasions when the President came to see me at the hospital 
after my resignation, including his last visit only a few days before his 
death, he said nothing about any fears he might have that Russia would 
abandon our cooperative movement for peace or would block or destroy it. 

It might be said, that the President and I were taken in by Russia’s 
promises and written pledges, that we should have realized it was impossi- 
ble to do business with Soviet Russia, that we should have come to the 
conclusion that the democratic United States could not be friendly with 
a Government founded on Communism, and consequently that we should 
have adopted the policy of the mailed fist toward Russia right from the 
beginning. 

But as we went back over our relations with Moscow I felt, and 
President Roosevelt did too, that there was ample reason for the policy 
of friendship that we adopted. Since 1917 Russia had been wrestling with 
many nations that had refused to recognize her, more or less on account 
of her policy of conducting subversive activities from Moscow. By con- 
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Slant effort, she had gradually increased the number of recognitions — ^be- 
ing obliged in connection with virtually all acts of recognition to agree not 
to p-actice subversive activities against the countries establishing relations 
wth her. 

That she did not abandon these activities completely is a matter of 
record; but it was our view that the other governments, by steadily 
organ izin g and building up and strengthening world opinion against such 
activities, would make as nearly certain as possible Russia’s abandonment 
of interference in the affairs of other countries. It is of record that the 
President and I bad been hammer and tongs at the Rus»an Govern- 
ment many times during the years from the recognition in 1933 until 
we approa^ed the Moscow Conference in 1943 . 1 never lost an occasion 
to point out to the Russians the advantage to themselves of abandoning 
their thorny policy of intervention. 

Before I went to Moscow I naturally looked backward and scruti- 
nized to the utmost possible extent the Soviets’ course, attitude, and 
utterances, togetha: with their implications. This survey of the preceding 
years revealed Russia as having sought and secured admission to the 
league of Nations, and as having established herself as a reasonable and 
workii^ factor at Geneva in promoting peace and suitable international 
relations for an improved state of affairs among the different peoples and 
nations of the world. There also stood out the fact that the Soviet Govern- 
ment and other leading governments raised no question about the inability 
of nations with basic differences in their forms of government to function 
in the All ether governments proceeded to function along with 

a Russia that waps a^iparently making conspicuous peace efforts during 
the yrars from her admission to the League in 1934 until her expulsion 
in 1939 follovting her invasion of Finland. 

It was In the figpht' of these facts and conditions that I proceeded in 
my cmrversatimis with .the Russians to revive talk of a postwar peace 
organization. It seened to me that, if Soviet Russia could function in the 
League of Nations, rise could also function in the new international secu- 
rity, mganizatm winch we hoped to create. But even as I sought to bring 
Russia mto that orgaidzatiot}, I made every effort to keep the situation 
entirely Cfeatr h?,p(dnting out to the Russians that international coopera- 
tion would necestita^e , the abandonment of interference in the internal 
affairs of-mther nstionsi The Russians, in turn, gave me their solemn assur- 
ances that th^ h{^ sdtandoned this practice. 

prior to the Moscow Crmf^ence in 1943 I 
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began to emphasize my belief that, on account of the great difference in 
customs and habits and the entire lack of understanding between countries 
like my own and Russia, much time, patience, and education would be 
required for developing the trust and friendliness necessary to make effec- 
tive a world organization, which would be based especially on the more 
powerful nations such as the United States, Russia, Great Britain, and 
China. When I returned from Moscow I continued to keep the American 
people reminded of the absolute necessity for such patience, education, and 
understanding. 

When it was agreed among the four big nations to call a conference 
at Dumbarton Oaks, the favorable and cooperative attitude of each of 
them, including Russia, was encouraging. It was not until the meeting at 
Dumbarton Oaks, when the deadlock rose between us and the Russians 
over the voting procedure in the council and when the Russians confiden- 
tially made known to us that they desired sixteen votes in the organiza- 
tion, representing as many Soviet Republics, that any question developed 
in the minds of the President and myself about Russia’s failing to go 
forward as a cooperative and working member of the proposed United 
Nations organization. Nevertheless, Russia had agreed on virtually all 
other important points with us, and it should be made clear that our differ- 
ence was not over the veto as such, to which the United States was as 
much committed as Russia, but over the question whether a member of 
the Security Council concerned with a dispute should be permitted to vote 
in a balloting on the dispute. 

My associates and I further reminded the American people, along 
with the representatives of other countries, that our own Constitution and 
the other great documents of liberty or those relating to more effective 
cooperation among nations had always been more or less imperfect or 
inadequate at the beginning. We were convinced that we had prepared 
the first draft of the postwar peace organization on a basis as broad and 
comprehensive as we could possibly prevail on all the nations to subscribe 
to. We depended on additions, amendments, and further developments, as 
time went on, to perfect it. 

The President and I were convinced that it was eminently to the 
self-interest of Russia to.be a full-fledged member of the United Nations 
security organization and to cooperate wholeheartedly with it, and that 
the Russian leaders would recognize this fact. We believed, as I believe 
today, that the United Nations would ultimately evolve into a unified, 
effective organization thoroughly adequate to maintain the peace. We rec- 
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ognized tbat there would be difBculties, that some of these would come 
from Russia, and that the United Nations would have to pass through 
uncertain, delicate periods; but we were certain by the end of 1944 that we 
and the nations working with us had laid the basis for a projected organi- 
zation within which Russia and the United States could work together. 

In our relations with Russia, the President and I also had constantly 
before us the emphatic advice of our military leaders, given on several 
occasions, that friendship with Russia after the war was vitally essential 
from their military point of view. On one occasion. May 16, 1944, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff sent me a memorandum, repl3dng to my request for 
their views on British informal proposals ior the disposition of Italian 
overseas territory, in which they pointed out that such proposals might 
lead to conflict between Britain and Russia. They then said: ‘Trom the 
point of view of national and world-wide security, our basic national policy 
in postwar settlements of this kind should seek to maintain the solidarity 
of the three great powers and in all other respects to establish conditions 
calculated to assure a long period of peace, during which, it may be hoped, 
arrangements will be perfected for the prevention of future world con- 
jBicts. The cardinal importance of this national policy is emphasized by a 
consideration of fundamental and revolutionary changes in relative na- 
tional military strengths that are being brought about in Europe as a 
result of the war.” 

During the Dumbarton Oaks Conference our military advisers held 
strongly to the same view, and were willing to go farther than many of the 
political advisers in agreeing to Russia’s position that the veto should 
be applied without exception. 

When I left office in November, 1944, we had had a promise from 
Stalin that Russia would enter the war against Japan as soon as the war 
against Germany ended. We had given him no promises of territory and 
made him no concessions in return. We had agreed to no Russian acquisi- 
tion of territory by reason of the war. We had unfortunately agreed, 
through the President and over the opposition of the State Department, 
to a temporary delineation of military spheres of influence in the Balkans 
between Russia and Britain, proposed by the latter. We had induced 
Russia to cooperate in the future development and administration of the 
world security organization. We had rejected the Russians’ claim, made at 
Dumbarton Oaks, to more than one vote in that organization. The Soviet 
Government had dissolved the Communist International encharged with 
the promotion of Communism in other countries. 



KUSSIA— CONCLUSIONS 


1471 


As 1944 approached its close, it was easily apparent that many diffi- 
culties would inevitably rise between Russia and ourselves in the future. 
But it was also apparent that, with good will and understanding on both 
sides, and with the support of other nations, these diffiriil tit>s could be 
solved and an era of fruitful working together come to page 



107 : Working with Britain 


AS I COME TO WRITE a final chapter on our relations 
with Britain during my tenure as Secretary of State, and as I look back 
over those relations, I am struck by the fact that there was scarcely any 
point of our contact with the outside world at which we were not talking 
and working along with the British. Whether we were dealing with Spain 
or Russia, the Far East, the Middle East, or Latin America, Britain 
almost always entered into the ken of our negotiations and conclusions. 

This was true before the outbreak of war in Europe; it intensified 
after the historic date of September i, 1939; and it rose to its climax 
after Pearl Harbor. 

I have devoted fewer chapters to our direct relations with Britain 
than to our relations with several other countries for the simple reason 
that Britain appears prominently in all those chapters. We were in con- 
stant discussion with the British, but the major portion of our discussions 
related to other countries. 

From Pearl Harbor until my resignation, our policy toward Britain 
embraced three objectives. First, to arrive at the maximum cooperation 
in the prosecution of the war. Second, to work closely with the United 
Kingdom, the Soviet Union, China, and other countries toward creating 
institutions to deal with problems arising from the war and problems that 
would face us* after the war. Third, to solve specific Anglo-American post- 
war problems by direct negotiation before the end of hostilities. 

On the military side, the efforts of the two countries were integrated 
to a degree probably never previously reached by any two great allies in 
history. This was owing in large measure to the operation of the Combined 
Chiefs of Staff, the unified commands, and the combined boards for the 
allocation and distribution of munitions, certain strategic materials, and 
shipping. It was also owing to the close personal relations and frequent, 
friendly contact between President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Church- 
ill, There were at times basic differences of opinion, as, for example, the 
President's desire to invade northern France and Churchill's to invade the 
Balkans; but they were ironed out with good will. 

On the diplomatic side, it is probably true that never before in his- 
tory have two great powers tried to coordinate so closely their policies 
toward all other countries. In this effort toward a virtual unification of 
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our foreign policies, so as to present a common front to encourage our 
Allies and dishearten the enemy, it was inevitable that we should have 
to solve problems of unprecedented magnitude. We did not always suc- 
ceed to the degree we both should have liked, but* it is a fact that we 
reconciled to an astonishing extent our diverging interests, some of which 
were based on geographic and national grounds. 

Relations with Britain during the war period meant, to a considerable 
degree, relations with Winston Churchill. In my opinion Mr. Churchill, 
while a strong Conservative or Tory, showed great vision and sound states- 
manship on many critical occasions. I had heard him crying out for arma- 
ments almost alone while Hitler was strenuously rearming Germany. I b qd 
heard him inveigh against isolation after the disarmament movement 
failed in' the years 1934 and 1935. He had been in the forefront of every 
movement to warn and arouse the people of Great Britain to the dangers 
ahead from Germany. 

After the war came and after he became Prime Minister, he promptly 
went forward with every kind of leadership called for. When the supreme 
crisis arrived during the Dunkirk period, involving life or death to Britain, 
Churchill’s was the one single voice that could be heard above the din 
at home and abroad, instilling into every man, woman, and child in Brit- 
ain a determination to resist German invasion to the last breath. 

After Pearl Harbor I naturally saw Mr. Churchill many times in 
connection with developments of joint or individual interest to our re 
spective countries. He seemed to me to be one of the most approachable 
of men, entirely agreeable in conversation even when we were discussing 
points at acute issue between us. He could use the harshest language, but 
in a tone and manner that disarmed any umbrage that might otherwise 
be taken. 

In a large sense he was the modern British Tory at his best. Never- 
theless, in reviewing modem British statesmen, I found myself in the 
opposite camp embracing the views of the Gladstone Liberals. 

Numerous important points of difference rose between us — Mr. 
Churchill on the one hand and the President and me on the other; for in 
all these clashes of ideas with the Prime Minister, except the question 
of spheres of influence in the Balkans, the President and I thought alike. 
We differed with the Prime Minister over De Gaulle and the future of 
France ; over the extent of pressure to be brought upon European neutrals 
to prevent their assisting Germany; over Italy and the Italian King; over 
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the treatment of dependent peoples; over India; and over the continuance 
of imperial tariff preferences. 

The President and I considered social welfare to be a general policy. 
Wherever a situation presented itself for practicing sane and practical 
liberalism in our foreign relations we sought to apply it as conditions 
called for it. Mr. Churchiirs conservatism, on the other hand, seemed to 
constitute a sort of cleavage between us. 

I was in constant contact with Mr. Churchill’s thought by reason of 
the fact that the President was, in general, accustomed to sending me the 
telegrams and messages he received from the Prime Minister on subjects 
involving foreign relations rather than military affairs. He asked me to 
prepare and recommend to him suitable replies, or to reply direct for him. 
This he did at almost all times in the case of messages to him from the 
chiefs of other governments as well, or when he wished to originate a 
message to a foreign statesman. 

With Foreign Secretary Eden my relations were in general most satis- 
factory. He possessed an agreeable personality and a high order of intelli- 
gence. He was always on the alert when any matter pertaining to Great 
Britain or peace was involved. In a few instances, as in the case of 
De Gaulle, we had more opposition from him than from Mr. Churchill; 
but we could usually count on his understanding, and at the Moscow 
Conference I found him thoroughly cooperative and broad-minded. I con- 
sidered Eden a person of unusual promise in the political field, barring 
the changes of fortune implicit in politics. 

In all the differences with Britain our policy was based primarily on 
our desire that the war should be prosecuted in the most effective way 
possible, that the peoples of the countries occupied by Germany should 
have the full right, when liberated, freely to choose their own form of 
government and their .leaders, and that the future peace should not be 
endangered by the development of rival spheres of influence in Europe. 

!IBritain’s policy, while motivated to a great degree by these same 
considerations, also took into account her greater preoccupation with her 
future political and commercial relations with the western European coun- 
tries, her strategic and political position in the Mediterranean, and her 
wish to restore her prestige and reduced power relative to the Soviet Union 
and the United States. 

Despite these diverging viewpoints, we were nevertheless able to 
achieve substantial coordination. 

We differed with Britain over policy toward Argentina during my 
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last two years in the State Department. Britain’s dependence on Argentine 
meat and her desire to maintain her influence and commercial ties with 
Argentina made her reluctant to recognize as fully as we thought nec- 
essary the prime interest we and the otha: American Republics had in 
preventing the growth of Nazi ideology and methods in this hemisphere. 
£ven in this sphere, however, Britain went along with us to a degree, 
though not nearly so far as the President and I felt the situation called for. 

In another area of the Western Hemisphere, the Caribbean, we 
achieved a high and fruitful degree of cooperation with the British 
through the Anglo-American Caribbean Commission of which Charles 
W. Taussig was the United States co-chairman. 

In the Far East Britain cooperated with us •mili tarily to the full 
extent that she could spare her forces from the battle for Europe; and in 
that area we received wholehearted and valuable assistance from her Do- 
minions, Australia and New Zealand. The British Government permitted 
us to occupy needed bases in British islands such as the Fijis. Prior to 
the outbreak of the European War, when transoceanic aviation increased 
the importance of Pacific islands, we asserted our claim to a number of 
such islands, and Britain vigorously contested some of these claims. We 
continued to press our position until the fall of France, but we then, at 
Britain’s request, set the entire subject aside without prejudice until after 
the war, while agreeing with Britain on the joint use of. some of the 
islands. 

We declined to permit American Civil Affairs ofScers to serve under 
Lord Mountbatten in the Southeast Asia Command, because we wished 
to dissociate ourselves from Britirii colonial policy as much as we could. 

With regard to China, we were more determined than Britain in 
striving to treat that country as a great nation, bring her into the councils 
and agreements of the big three Western nations, and persuade Russia to 
adopt the same policy; but at moments of decision the British gave us 
valuable support. 

In the Near East, to which the British for many generations have 
paid special attention, we had excellent cooperation with Great Britain 
on questions directly related to the war. Nevertheless, we had to take 
account of a somewhat contradictory attitude on the part of Britain in 
that she did not wish us to seek' a predominant postwar position in any 
part of that area, while, on the other hand, she did not want us to lose 
interest there entirely. 

We received the closest possible cooperation from Britain in working 
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out the bases for international institutions to handle problems arising out 
of the war and the peace, including the United Nations organization. We 
at the State Department were careful, however, to work with the Govern- 
ments of the United Klingdom, the Soviet Union, and China rather than 
separately with any one of them. All the ideas we developed and all the 
moves we took with regard to the United Nations were meticulously co- 
ordinated with these three Governments, rather than with the British 
alone. This was my approach during the preparations for the Moscow 
Conference and at the conference itself, and similarly in preparations 
for the Dumbarton Oaks Conference and at the conference itself. 

In addition to these general discussions for postwar institutions, 
scarcely a week passed during my last years in office that we were not 
talking with the British toward laying a broad basis for continuing sound 
andr friendly Anglo-American relations after the war. We engaged in tech- 
nical conversations on such subjects as petroleum, double taxation, rubber, 
and commercial policy. The operation of the Lend-Lease policy, which 
Winston Churchill called “the most unsordid act in history,” even though 
it too had its difficulties, brought our economic relations with Britain as 
close as they had ever been in our history. 

But commercial policy was one of our most delicate meeting grounds 
with the British. After long negotiation we had induced the British to sign 
the Lend-Lease Agreement of 1942, of which Article VII pledged them in 
effect to give up preferential arrangements in the British Empire after 
the end of the war. Thereafter, however, it frequently became apparent 
to me that Prime Minister Churchill, despite this pledge, was determined 
to hold on to imperial preference. 

I brought this subject up with Ambassador Halifax on May 4, 1944, 
when I complimented him on a speech he had recently made. “As I view 
it,” I said, “your speech was quite in contrast with recent utterances of 
Mr. Churchill which give the impression that he favors the preservation 
intact of Empire preferences, while at the same time preaching closer 
relations among the three large Western nations and advocating a tighten- 
ing up of the British Commonwealth. All of this, takbn together, has 
discouraged many people in this coimtry and many small nations which 
are growing more fearful that the three Imrge nations in the West will 
come closer and closer together and practice the worst forms of imperial- 
ism, while neglecting the small nations.” 

I added that I was merely stating a situation which it seemed to me 
Mr. Churchill was overlooking. I repeated what we had done to keep alive 
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our formula relating to future international commercial policy and eco- 
nomic cooperation and added that, unless we could have more cooperation 
now from the British, the future would become dangerous. I said that the 
President and I had made a fight in this country for more liberal com- 
mercial policy against overwhelming odds and that if we had faltered, as 
Mr. Churchill seemed to be faltering, we should have gotten exactly 
nowhere. 

Richard Law, British Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs, came to me on July 20, 1944, to make a special request 
that further discussions of commercial policy based on Article VII of our 
Lend-Lease Agreement of 1942 be postponed until the autumn because of 
British economic difficulties and preoccupation with the war. 

I said I could appreciate the situation of his Government and country, 
but I stressed the indispensable necessity for a broader and more liberal 
commercial policy after the war if we were to increase and broaden pro- 
duction and consumption. I emphasized that this course would require 
Herculean efforts such as Britain had put forth during the years following 
the British-French commercial treaty in the i86o’s. 

“Unless the business people in our two countries,” I said, “recognize 
that we have to turn over a new page in economic affairs and go forward 
as resolutely as Britain did at that time, there will simply be no founda- 
tion for any stable peace structure in the future. On the contrary, there 
will be the inevitable seeds of future wars in the form of vast unemploy- 
ment and hunger throughout the world.” 

I added that if we postponed such a tremendous undertaking, many 
of its supporters would take entirely too much for granted and would 
become inactive — ^which would be fatal. I suggested that Britain should 
now start a real revival and awakening in support of the long-view pro- 
gram of liberal commercial policy. The British Government and the 
majority of the British people, I said, might be submerged by high- 
pressure selfish or prejudiced minorities unless that Government organized 
and fought for such a program as we had fought for here through the 
trade agreements to make the first serious inroads on international eco- 
nomic isolation. 

We had definite ideas with respect to the future of the British 
colonial empire, on which we differed with the British. It might be said 
that the future of that Empire was no business of ours; but we felt that 
unless dependent peoples were assisted toward ultimate self-government 
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and were given it when, as we said, they were “worthy of it and ready for 
it,” they would provide kernels of conflict. 

Both the United States and Great Britain became committed, in the 
course of our conversations, to the progressive development of dependent 
peoples toward self-government, including their political, economic, social, 
and educational advancement. We both recognized, moreover, that other 
countries than the parent or administering country might have political, 
economic, or strategic interests in certain dependent areas, and that the 
economic development of such areas should be in the interests of the 
world as a whole. 

The American Government advocated the eventual self-government 
of all colonial peoples. Both the President and I repeatedly said we con- 
sidered the Atlantic Charter applicable to all such peoples throughout the 
world. The British Government, on the other hand, made it dear that self- 
government in British colonial areas should be achieved within the British 
Commonwealth. Prime Minister Churchill repeatedly maintained that 
Point Three of the Atlantic Charter (the right of self-determination) 
applied only to the occupied countries of Europe. 

In my conversation with Richard Law on July 20 I remarked — ^in no 
spirit of criticism but in illustration of what I thought was a drifting 
policy in Great Britain — ^that for some time we had seen the two opposite 
extremes of thought in Britain badgering each other about dependent 
peoples. The leftists would go their own distance and take charge of 
colonies and supmdse the treatment of their populations by the parent 
governments. On the other hand, Prii^e Minister Churchill merely stood 
on the policy that the British Empire, including India, would not be 
dismembered while he was in cffice. 

“If all nations having special relations with backward peoples,” I 
said, “would proceed simultaneously with an awakening and a general 
forward movement to give them more opportunities, more facilities, more 
cncourageneit, and any other feasible material cooperation to help all 
dependent peoples make greatly increased efforts to improve their levels 
of existence, this would be a wonderful thing in the end for all. It would 
increase production, einplo3mient, and purchasing power for surplus- 
producing countries. The United States’ policy toward the Philippines is a 
case in point.” 

I concluded bjr saying it would be very hazardous to wait until the 
war was over, when political chaos set in and emotions got out of control, 
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to imdertake t&is great task and that of establishing liberal economic rela- 
tionships. 

In summation, our policy toward the United Blingdom had this pri- 
mary objective, to work out the closest possible coordination of the 
material and political strength of the two countries so as to secure and 
maintain a just and lasting peace. Militarily, this meant the integration 
of strategy, forces, and resources. Economically, it meant the joint 
stimulation of the maximum Sow of international trade, transportation, 
and communications. Politically, it meant the maintenanre of friendly 
relations between us and also the coordination, wherever possible, of our 
policies toward all other countries. 

As I have pointed out throughout these memoirs, we haa numerous 
problems and difficulties with the Britirii in my nearly twelve years as 
Secretary of State. But, had we not approached each other in the i^irit 
of friendship sustained at a high level during all those years, our differ- 
ences would have magnified in number and size. Napoleon said, in effect, 
“Give me a coalition to fight,” because he knew how fragile such tempo- 
rary alliances had proven. But the coalition of which the United States 
and Great Britain were a part proved it could not only stick together for 
the duration of a victorious war but also plan for the future. 

In njy efforts toward this end I was fully aided by the spirit of 
understanding and friendship unfailingly demonstrated by British Foreign 
Secretary Anthony Eden and by British Ambassadors Lothian and Halifax, 
as well as by the efforts of Ambassador Winant in London. Both countries, 
too, were immeasurably aided by the British Dominions, in particular 
Canada, who had a fundamental interest in sering that the two major 
English-speaking nations moved forward in the same way toward the 
same god. 

Throu^ut my twelve years at the State Department no sector of 
our foreign policy gave me more satisfaction or brought more fruitful 
results than our relations with Canada. In 1933 cooperation between the 
two countries had sagged to a low point; the depression, the Smoot- 
Hawlqr Tariff Act, and the Ottawa agreements had slashed their trade; 
and there was no adequate expression of the natural identity of the two 
countries, especially in the strategic and economic spheres. As I left office, 
we had built a solid economic relationship through two trade agreements 
and a truly wonderful industrial cooperation during the war; we had 
assured the strategic interdependence of the two countries through the 
establishment of the Permanent Joint Board of Defense; and our relations 
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in general had increased in extent and importance. They offered to the 
world the highest example of nations, bordering on each other and cherish- 
ing the same free institutions, working together for their mutual advan- 
tage. 

The masterly leadership and sincere friendship of Canada’s true 
statesman, Prime Minister Mackenzie King, contributed enormously to 
revitalizing the relations between the two countries. Canada is one of the 
few countries that have practiced in a model way the rules governing the 
right living together of nations. 

As I left office Canada flourished as an independent entity, fourth 
in industrial and military power among the United Nations, enjoying 
representation on an equal basis with the United States and the United 
Kingdom on certain of the key war boards and international agencies. 
We willingly agreed to the “functional policy’^ stated by Prime Minister 
Mackenzie King providing that small nations should be represented along 
with the great powers in those fields in which they could make a major 
contribution. In November, 1943, we recognized Canada’s heightened 
stature by increasing the rank of our representative Ray Atherton from 
Minister to Ambassador, while thoroughly capable Minister Leighton 
McCarthy became Canada’s Ambassador to the United States. 

Before I left office we had already begun to take up problems of 
postwar reconversion, such as the orderly disposition of defense projects in 
Canada, and the removal of wartime barriers such as our visa requirements 
for Canadian visitors, Canadian labor exit and foreign exchange controls, 
and Canadian and American export and import controls. We appreciated 
the fact that the unique relationship between the two countries stemmed 
largely from the traditional free movement of people and ideas across our 
border, and therefore that the wartime restrictions should not continue 
into the peace. 

Throughout, we had been careful to recognize Canada as a completely 
sovereign and independent nation, while at the same time taking no posi- 
tion that would affect her special ties with the United Kingdom and the 
other British Dominions. The question of Canada’s becoming a member of 
the Pan American movement of cooperation was not much discussed or 
specially urged either by Canada or by the United States, both having in 
mind the fact that, although Canada is free to make her own decisions, 
she gets in and fights alongside the British when the United Kingdom 
becomes involved in war. This did not prevent virtually the same close-in 
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relations and cooperation to every practical extent in the Western Hemi- 
sphere as would have occurred had Canada been a member of the Pan 
American system. Further steps should and doubtless will be taken to 
extend and strengthen these thoroughgoing cooperative relations. 



108 : Independence for India 


WHEN JAPAN STRUCK at Pearl Harbor, the importance 
of India in the pattern of the war suddenly increased many times. The 
Japanese soon overran Burma and stood at the borders of the subcon- 
tinent. Tension between the Indians and Britain, and tension among the 
religions and factions in India, offered Japan an opportxmity if she were 
able to rise it. India was on the highroad to what I considered the most 
fateful possibility of the war — juncture of German and Japanese forces 
in the Indian Ocean, severing the United Kingdom from the Middle East 
and the Pacific Dominions. That great peninsula, with a population of 
400,000,000, was a source of materials essential to our own defense and 
our aid to Britain. Working wholeheartedly with the British, it could be 
of immense assistance in Britain’s defense. Working against the British, 
it could be a frightful danger. 

The Preadent and I, both before and after Pearl Harbor, were con- 
vinced that the Indians would cooperate better with the British if they 
were assured of independence, at least after the war. We at the State De- 
partmoit were already working on our proposal for positive steps to raise 
dqiendent peoples to political and economic levels where they could begin 
to govern themselves, after the manner of our policy toward the Philip- 
pines. The people of India were among 'those we had in nund. 

Nevertheless, we recognized that any change in India’s constitutional 
status could be brought about only if Great Britain were in agreement, 
and we realized full well that, with Britain fighting for her life, we 
should take no step and utter no words that would impede her struggle. 
We also knew that the British Government, and Prime Minister Church- 
ill in particular, considered India their own problem, and that an attempt 
by fihe United States to bring pressure to solve it might give rise to 
controversy between our two Governments and peoples. It was therefore 
a delicate question how far we could go in any represaitations to the 
British to grant independence, or in any actions that might encourage 
the Indians to demand it immediately. 

, At the same time there was a danger that doing nothing would have 
unfavorable repercussions both on the general war effort and on ourselves. 
After Pearl Harbor we felt that failure to solve the Indian problem would 
hamper military operations in the Far East and mi^t later constitute a 
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threat to peace when the war was over. And we also felt that our own 
position among the Asiatic peoples would be adversely affected by a 
belief on their part that we were helping Great Britain maintain her 
imperial policy in the Orient. 

With these two viewpoints in mind, we had to keep our discussions 
with Britain on the subject of Indian independence on as informal a basis 
as possible. In publicly stating our conviction that subject peoples should 
be assisted toward self-government and eventual independence, we kept 
our statements general, without making specific reference to India. But in 
private conversations the President talked very bluntly about India with 
Prime Minister Churdiill just as I was talking with British Ambassador 
Halifax. The President was entirely of the same mind as myself. While 
for the sake of good relations with Britain we could not tell the coimtry 
what we were saying privately, we were saying everything that the most 
enthusiastic supporter of India’s freedom could have expected, and we 
were convinced that the American people were with us. 

Even before Pearl Harbor we had begun to see the need for more 
direct ties with India. Following a proposal delivered to me by Halifax 
on April 18, 1941, that an Indian official with the rank of Minister be 
attached to the British Embassy, we reached an agreement that a quasi- 
diplomatic American Mission should be established in New Delhi, and an 
Indian Agency General in Washington. Previously we had been repre- 
sented in India by consuls rather than by diplomatic officers. The Ameri- 
can mission was set up in October. Halifax presented to me the first Indian 
Agent General, Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, on November 25, a fortnight 
before Pearl Harbor. 

In 1941 we held discussions for a treaty of commerce and naviga- 
tion with the Government of India. Early in 1942, however, the British 
indicated that they preferred that discussions on the treaty be suspended 
until after the war; and we accordingly left it in abeyance. 

As early as the spring of 1941 I raised the question of Indian inde- 
pendence with Ambassador Halifax, when I saw him on May 7. I simply 
asked, in a general way, whether the British found it feasible to consider 
further acts of liberalizing the relations of the United Kingdom to India. 
Nothing came of this approach. 

Ambassador Winant advocated in a cable of August i that our Gov- 
ernment suggest to the British that they reach an agreement on Dominion 
status for India. Assistant Secretary Berle and Wallace Murray, Chief of 
the Near Eastern Division, supported this recommendation, but Under 
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Secretary Welles, in a memorandum to me on August 6, took the position 
that our Government was not warranted in suggesting officially to the 
British Government what the status of India should be, and that, if the 
President wished to raise the question, he could discuss it in a very per- 
sonal, confidential way directly with Prime Minister Churchill. I agreed 
with Welleses view. 

A few days later the President and the Prime Minister held their 
historic meeting on the Atlantic and agreed to the Atlantic Charter, Ar- 
tide 3 of which said: “Third, they respect the right of all peoples to 
choose the form of government xmder which they will live; and they wish 
to see sovereign rights and self-government restored to those who have 
been forcibly deprived of them.” 

Mr, Churchill, however, in an address to the House of Commons on 
September 9, specifically excluded India and Burma from the application 
of the Atlantic Charter. He said that Article 3 applied only to European 
nations under Nazi occupation and had no effect on British policy as pre- 
viously enundated relative to the development of constitutional govern- 
ment in India, Burma, and other parts of the Empire. 

Ambassador Winant had tried to persuade the Prime Minister to 
eliminate this passage from his speech — ^without success. Mr, Churchill 
took the position that this was a question of internal British policy, and 
that the passage had the support of the Cabinet. 

Although neither the President nor I and my assodates accepted this 
interpretation, we had no desire to engage in an altercation with the 
British. Nevertheless then and in succeeding years we took appropriate 
occasions to state to the public and to the British Government our position 
that the Atlantic Charter applied to all peoples alike seeking independence 
in every part of the world. 

In my radio address of July 23, 1942, I had India in mind, among 
other peoples^ when I said: 

“We have always believed— and we believe today — ^that all peoples, 
without distinction of race, color, or religion, who are prq)ared and will- 
ing to accept the responsibilities of liberty, are entitled to its enjoymetit. 
We have always sought — ^and we seek today— to encourage and aid all 
who aspire to freedom to establidi their right to it by preparing them- 
selves to assume its obligations. We have striven to meet squarely our own 
responsibility in this respect — ^in Cuba, in the Philippines, and wherever 
else it has devolved upon us. It has been our purpose in the past — ^and will 
remain our purposenn the future — to use the full measure of our influence 
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to support attainment of freedom by all peoples who, by their acts, show 
themselves worthy of it and ready for it.” 

On August 8, 1942, in connection with an Office of War Information 
suggestion for an exchange of messages between the President and the 
Prime Minister on the anniversary of the signing of the Atlantic Charter, 
British Minister Sir Ronald Campbell wrote me saying that Foreign Secre- 
tary Eden hoped that any such messages, if they were to deal with the 
interpretation of the Charter, would be carefully concerted, and that any 
reference to India or Burma in the messages or in any public statements 
by this Government would be consistent with the Prime Minister’s state- 
ment of September 9, 1941. 

While the anniversary message sent by the President to the Prime 
Minister on August 14, 1942, and published, did not go into the question 
of interpretation of the Charter, I discussed this point-blank with Am- 
bassador Halifax on August 24 . 1 said to him that, according to my idea 
of the Charter’s proper construction and practical application, it should 
be universally applied to all nations and peoples — ^to all peoples, whatso- 
ever their condition, and whatsoever shade of independence and freedom 
they might aspire to. 

Halifax replied that some high officials of his Government were in 
the act of preparing an interpretation and application of the Atlantic 
Charter as it would relate to the Britidi Empire. 

I commented that, while it was not my business except in a general 
sense, in my judgment the application of the Charter should be made 
universal, and the British Empire would probably run into constant 
difficulties if it should seek to have the Atlantic Charter applied in sepa- 
rate compartments, so to speak. 

Some of the hesitation we had in taking up with the British the sub- 
ject of independence for India vanished after the Japanese attacked at 
Pearl Harbor and began to overrun the Far East. Prior to that time India 
could be considered a purely British object of concern. From then on 
India became an object of concern to us as well, from the viewpoint of 
winning the war. We were rendered more uneasy by the fact that the 
political situation in India seemed to be deteriorating. 

Prejsident Roosevelt discussed India with Prime Minister Churchill 
during his visit to Washington in December, 1941, but no conclusions 
were arrived at. The President sent Ambassador Winant in London a tele- 
gram on February 25, 1942, saying that the situation in India gave him 
some concern, particularly in view of the possible necessity of retiring 
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slowly from Burma to India. He said he gathered that the people of India 
would not give sufficiently enthusiastic support to the British defense. He 
therefore requested the Ambassador — or W. Averell Harriman, who was 
then in London on an official mission — ^to give him a “dant” on what 
Prime Minister ChurchDl thought relative to new Anglo-Indian relation- 
ships. The President concluded that he was hedtant to send the Prime 
Minister a direct message because it was not, strictly, our business; but, 
from the viewpoint of the conduct of the war, it was nevertheless of great 
interest to us. 

Harriman replied on the following day that the Prime Minister told 
him the picture with regard to India was not yet definite, and that the 
Prime Minister intended to cable the President himself within a few days. 
A fortnight later Mr. Churchill announced the mission of Sir Stafford 
Cripps to India to lay before Indian leaders proposals of the Cabinet look- 
ing toward the eventual attainment of self-government. During Cripps’s 
stay in India the President made every possible effort to prevent the nego- 
tiations from failing. I thought the British proposals were a far-reaching 
st^ in the right direction, but the Indian leaders turned them down. Mr. 

' Roosevelt still sought to keep matters from reaching an <4)en break by 
persuading Mr. Churdull to delay Cripps’s return to Britain; but without 
success. Colonel Louis Johnson, formerly Assistant Secretary of War, 
whom the President had appointed his personal representative to India, 
had arrived in New Ddhi during the stay of the Cripps misrion, and he 
also had made earnest efforts to facilitate a satisfactory settlement. 

The situation in India worsened instead of improving, and on Jxme 3, 
1942, I asked Ambassador Halifax to come to see me and discuss it. 1 
said we paA received disquieting news from India that explosive conditions 
might make their iq)pearance during coming weeks and months. Halifax 
asked whether, in my opinion, an impartial commisrion riiould be sent to 
India to investigate and report. I said 1 was not sufficiently informed to 
discuss this definitely. 

To Indian Agent General Bajpal, who came to see me on June 15, 
I said that Mahatma Gandhi to all intents and purposes was playing 
into the hands of the Japanese by preaching nonresistance, and that no 
practical steps of resistance were being advocated by the other leaders, 
including Nehru. When the Agent General replied that Gandhi’s influence 
was strong only when he went to certain cities and called upon the people 
to adopt his nonresistance poliqr, I commented that Gandhi could go 
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within a short time to many populous areas and get deadly results by his 
preaching. 

Ambassador Halifax called again on June i8 to give me the substance 
of a telegram from the British Secretary of State for India, Leopold S. 
Amery. This suggested that Halifax might think it desirable to let me, 
or also the President, know that the British Government would be forced 
to take ‘‘drastic measures” against Mahatma Gandhi and the Indian Con- 
gress Party if the civil disobedience movement were launched which 
Gandhi was apparently contemplating to hasten Britain’s withdrawal from 
India. 

I asked Halifax whether he had any further thoughts on the impar- 
tial commission he had suggested at our previous meeting. He said Amery’s 
opinion was that a mission of one or more persons sent by an American 
university to India to investigate and report on India’s constitutional 
future, with suggestions as to a solution, might be beneficial in an educa- 
tional way to America and might also have some advantageous effect on 
the Indian situation. He himself, however, did not think such a mission 
could have any effect on the immediate situation in India. 

Chiang Kai-shek had cabled the President, asking our help in an 
effort to solve the Indian problem. My associates and -I assisted in pre- 
paring the President’s reply, which was given to the Chinese Ambassador 
on August 13: 

“I think,” said Mr. Roosevelt, “your position and mine should be 
to make it clear to the British Government and to Mr. Gandhi and his 
followers that we have not the moral right to force ourselves upon the 
British or the Congress Party; but that we should make it clear to both 
sides that you and I stand in the position of friends who will gladly help 
if we are called on by both sides. 

“At the same time I think we should intimate to both sides that be- 
cause both of them and China and the United States and all the other 
United Nations are in a struggle for existence, the assistance of India 
is vital to the common cause, including the cause of the people of India 
themselves.” 

The President remarked that he had delivered the same opinion at 
a meeting of the Pacific War Council the day before. He cited the thirteen 
American colonies in 1775 as an example for India, saying: “Each Colony 
was a separate sovereignty. They set up differing republican forms of gov- 
ernment. They had a loose Confederation, but when their indq)endence 
was acknowledged in 1783 they ’•ealized they must have a breathing spell 
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before they could set up a permanent constitutional form of federal gov- 
ernment. They, therefore, went through a six-year period of trial and 
error and discussion. Finally, they adopted a Federal Constitution which 
is in existence today — one hundred and fifty-three years later.” 

British Minister Sir Ronald Campbell gave me on August 8 a copy 
of a message to the President from Clement Attlee, in Mr. Churchill’s 
absence, stating the British Government’s intention to arrest Gandhi and 
certain other Indian leaders if the program for civil disobedience went 
into effect. This would be done to render the movement abortive by re- 
moving and detaining its leaders and to prevent widespread demonstra- 
tions and disorders. Mr. Attlee expressed the confidence of his Govern- 
ment that the President would agree that there was no other course open 
to them either from the viewpoint of the war effort or from that of orderly 
political advance in India itself. 

I inquired of the Minister with some emphasis whether his Govern- 
ment had prepared a succinct statement showing the essential conditions 
and preparations necessary to enable India to set up the complete struc- 
ture of an independent Government if independence should be granted at 
once. This might also show equally clearly the difficulties the Indians 
would experience in an attempt immediately to establish and carry into 
successful operation an entirely independent government — if not the im- 
possibility of their doing so. 

Sir Ronald seemed very much interested in the point I had raised 
interrogatively, especially in its psychological aspect in both the Empire 
and in other parts of the world. 

The President on August 13 sent me the Attlee message along with 
a short memorandum saying: ‘‘This came in five days ago from Attlee in 
the absence of his chief. Frankly, I think it is best not to reply to it. 
What is your view?” 

Answering on August 15, I said: “You and other officials of this 
Government during past months earnestly laid before Prime Minister 
Churchill and other British officials the unequivocal attitude of yourself 
in favor of an adjustment on a basis that could and should be mutually 
agreed upon in the relations between the home Government of Great 
Britain and either officials or certain political leaders headed by Mr. 
Gandhi in India.” 

Referring also to ray conversations with Halifax and the efforts made 
by Colonel Johnson, I said our attitude had not been one of partisanship 
toward either contender, and in these circumstances there was scarcely 
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more to add in relation to the Attlee message. I concluded, however, with 
the following suggestion: 

^‘It would seem that if the British Government would repeat with full 
emphasis its proposal of independence to India at the end of the war, and 
accompany it by a statement of the adjustments to be made prior to the 
announcement of independence, including some reference to the equal in- 
terest of India with the twenty-eight nations in resisting the Axis Powers, 
it would clarify public opinion and might lead to the resumption of dis- 
cussions between Great Britain and the Indian leaders. In any event, it 
ought to have the effect of reducing the feeling of tension in India.” 

We were now preoccupied with an additional development, of direct 
concern to ourselves. As part of the United States’ operations in support 
of China, American military units, particularly air and supply forces, had 
been sent to India. Disturbing indications reached us that Congress Party 
supporters were tending to believe that American forces were in India for 
the purpose of supporting British rule. A telegram from Lauchlin Currie, 
special envoy of the President, prompted a memorandum which I sent the 
President on August 12, after consulting the War Department, with a 
draft of appropriate instructions to be sent the American forces in India 
and to be published. 

The President having approved the draft of instructions I attached, 
we made these public on the following day, August 12. We stated that the 
sole purpose of the American forces in India was to prosecute the war 
of the United Nations against the Axis Powers, primarily to aid China. 
American forces were not to indulge to the slightest degree in any other 
activities unless India should be attacked by the Axis Powers, in which 
event they would aid in defending India. They were to exercise scrupulous 
care to avoid the slightest participation in India’s internal political prob- 
lems, or even the appearance of participating. In the event of internal 
disturbances they were to resort to defensive measures only if their own 
personal safety or that of other American citizens was threatened or if 
American military supplies and equipment required protection. 

Meantime the President had received an appeal for assistance from 
Gandhi, to which he asked me to prepare a reply. Our response stated in 
effect that this Government had consistently striven for and supported 
policies of fair dealing and fair play and all related principles looking 
toward the creation of harmonious relations between nations. Neverthe- 
less, now that war had come as a result of Axis dreams of world conquest 
and enslavement, we, together with many other nations, were making a 
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supreme effort to defeat the enemies of mankind. The letter concluded 
■with the hope that “our common interest in democracy and righteousness 
will enable your countrymen and imine to make common cause against a 
rnmmm enemy.” It attached a copy of my address of July 23. 

This letter went forward to our Mission in New Delhi on August 5 
for delivery to Gandhi. By the time it arrived, however, Gandhi had been 
put in jail. We then faced a decision as to whether to ask the Britidi to 
deliver it to Gandhi, whether to deliver it to the only Congress Party 
leader not then in prison, who was antagonistic to Gandhi, or to retain 
it in the Mission’s files until it could be delivered to Gandhi directly. I 
recommended the third choice to the President, who agreed. The letter 
could not be delivered until two years later. 

With the unleashing of the campaign of civil disobedience, and with 
the arrest of the Indian leaders, India now became a scene of violence 
and unrest. The President and I were keenly perturbed lest this situation 
promote Japanese conquest and Chinese discouragement. 

I raised the question of India with Ambassador Halifax on Septem- 
ber 17, 1942, and asked if there were any prospect of a resumption of 
conversations between the United Kingdom and the Indian leaders. Hali- 
fax replied that this would have to wait until Indian ■violence and resist- 
ance had ceased. I thereupon remarked that during this deadlock there 
■was in prospect in the United States a general movement of agitation 
against Great Britain and in favor of indq)endence for India which mig^t 
create complications later on. 

Prime Minister Churchill and Mr. Aihery, the Secretary of State for 
India, having made strong speeches concerning India a few days before, 
I said I ■was wondering if speeches adequately firm to meet resistance, but 
at the same time expressing sympathy for india and calling attention to 
the British policy which gave such former colonies as Canada, Australia, 
New Zealand, and South Africa the equivalent of independence and to 
the continuance of this policy looking toward independence for India, 
mi^t not be preferable to speeches of a blunt nature. 

“More moderate and sympathetic speeches,” I said, “could make it 
dear that the British Government desires to resume its course of going 
forward with its program for Indian independence just as quickly as this 
movement of violence ceases, and at the same time remove any impression 
that the British Government is being moved by undue pressure or threats. 
If the British could reach a point where they could announce that Indian’ 
resistance bad definitely terminated, and that the British Government 
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was therefore moving back to the resumption of further consideration of 
its original plans for granting independence to India, and if this step 
soon could be followed by conferences between even one person represent- 
ing Great Britain and one person representing India, so as to make it 
appear that the situation was on the move in the right direction, this, in 
my judgment, would have a most wholesome psychological effect on the 
public opinion of other nations and India as well.” 

The Ambassador did not take issue with my views. 

The Indian situation, however, grew more bitter as Gandhi and the 
other leaders stayed in jail and the passive resistance movement went on. 

At that juncture I recommended to the President that he send Wil- 
liam Phillips, former Under Secretary of State and Ambassador to Italy, 
one of our most competent diplomats, to India as his personal representa- 
tive. (Colonel Johnson had returned to the United States.) The President 
agreed. 

I cabled Phillips, then in London with the Office of Strategic Services, 
comprehensive instructions on November 20, 1942, which the President 
had approved. I said that the President and I and the entire Government 
earnestly favored freedom for all dependent peoples at the earliest date 
practicable. Our course in dealing with the Philippines offered, I thought, 
a perfect example of how a nation should treat a colony or a dependency 
in cooperating with it to make all necessary preparations for freedom. We 
offered this as a strong example to all other countries and their depend- 
encies. 

The President and I had not become partisans of either Great Britain 
or India, I added, and to do so would seriously handicap us in dealing 
with the other side. We had sought fellowship freely and in a thoroughly 
friendly way with both British and Indian peoples, especially their leaders, 
without making ourselves partisans in our acts and utterances to the 
extent of generating friction and ill feeling. 

Therefore, I went on, we could not bring pressure to bear on the 
British, but we could in a friendly spirit talk bluntly and earnestly to 
appropriate British officials so long as they understood that it was our 
purpose to treat them in a thoroughly friendly way. Objectionable pres- 
sure upon either side would probably result not in progress but only in 
exasperation and, with the British, in a possible disturbance of our unity 
of command and of cooperation both during and after the war. 

I concluded that the settlement of the Indian problem had an added 
interest for us by reason of its relation to the war. This fact probably 
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gave US an opportunity to speak more freeh'' and earnestly than we other- 
wise could, so long as we made it clear that we were speaking from a 
genuine friendship and will to cooperate both during the war and after it. 

Shortly after Phillips arrived in New Delhi he found India confront- 
ing a dangerous situation. Gandhi, who had been in jail for some months, 
was apparently on the verge of death as a result of his prolonged fast. It 
seemed likely that, if Gandhi died in jail, India would explode in a revolu- 
tion that would require extraordinary efforts to contain it and might invite 
the Japanese to invade the subcontinent. 

Phillips cabled on February i6 asking whether, if he learned that 
Gandhi’s death was imminent, the President and I would approve of his 
informally approaching the Viceroy of India, Lord Linlithgow, to express 
the deep concern we felt over the political crisis in India. The following 
day I cabled Phillips that the President and I concurred in his suggestion, 
and that he might also, at his discretion, express our hope that a way 
might be found to avoid the deterioration in the Indian situation which 
was almost sure to follow the death of Gandhi. 

On the day I received Phillip’s cable, February i6, I said to Am- 
bassador Halifax that I had a feeling that if Gandhi should die during 
his fast acute conditions might arise which it would be important to fore- 
see and prepare against. He said his Government was giving this the 
closest attention, 

I then raised with him the question whether the British might find 
it possible and advisable to consider certain additions to the Cripps pro- 
posals made to the Indian leaders. I emphasized this possibility by again 
expressing my fear of the dangers which might arise from the sudden death 
of Gandhi, 

Four days later, February 20 , 1 saw Halifax again, and this time said 
that the President desired me to take up the matter of Gandhi’s fast and. 
express his view that Gandhi should not be allowed to die in prison. 

Halifax said his Government was very desirous that Phillips should 
avoid any public reference to the Gandhi matter at this time. 

I replied that Phillips was in a very difficult and unsatisfactory situa- 
tion in this connection, and that the Viceroy of India had forbidden him 
to call on him just then on the ground that it would be exceedingly dan- 
gerous to the British-Indian situation. I referred again to Phillips’s instruc- 
tions from the President and myself to the effect that he would not be 
expected to remain absolutely quiet and nonvocal, and said that the 
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President now went much further and emphasized his position that the 
British should not allow Gandhi to die in prison. 

“A vital question for the British to consider from their standpoint/^ 
I said, “would seem to be whether they cannot deal more effectively with 
the situation with Gandhi alive than if he were dead and his supporters 
were claiming martyrdom.” 

The Ambassador said he would get this message to his Government 
without delay. 

Two days later he brought to Under Secretary Welles, in my tem- 
porary absence, a telegram from Prime Minister Churchill asking 
Halifax to make it clear to me and to his contacts that the British 
Government would not in any circumstances alter the course it was pur- 
suing about Gandhi. Therefore great embarrassment between the British 
and American Governments would be created by any American interven- 
tion. Mr. Churchill earnestly hoped that Britain’s difficulties would not 
be added to at so critical a moment, and said the Ambassador could be 
sure there would be no weakness in London. He asked Halifax to lay the 
whole matter before Harry Hopkins. 

Welles communicated the matter to President Roosevelt, who replied 
that the United States Government would say nothing further now, but 
that, in the event that Gandhi died, he would have some statement to 
make. The President also suggested, that, in that event, I make clear the 
fact that this Government had expressed its concern over the possibility 
of Gandhi’s death and its belief that the difficulties in the Indian situation 
would be less great if he were alive than if he were permitted to die. 

The following month, during the visit of Foreign Secretary Eden to 
Washington, I pointed out to him on March 22 that we had made a real 
efiort to keep down anti-British sentiment in this country growing out of 
the situation in India, and that we had done our best to prevent the ques- 
tion from becoming a matter of serious contention. 

The President asked Phillips to return to the United States by the 
end of April or the beginning of May for a month’s visit to report to us 
on the situation in India. Developments in India during Phillips’s visit 
here were such that he did not return to New Delhi; another important 
post was awaiting him, on the staff of General Eisenhower in London. His 
appointment as the President’s personal representative in India, however, 
continued in effect. 

On April 19, 1943, Phillips sent me a copy of a letter to the Presi- 
dent summing up his impressions on the situation in India. He said in his 
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covering letter that the impressions did not make very pleasant reading, 
but nevertheless he felt he ought to send them to the President and me 
for whatever they were worth. He said India was in a state of inertia, 
prostration, divided counsels, and helplessness, with growing distrust and 
dislike for the British, and disappointment and disillusion with regard to 
Americans. The British had been completely successful in their policy of 
^‘keeping the lid on” and suppressing any movement among the Indians 
that might be interpreted as being toward independence. British armies 
dominated the picture; twenty thousand -Congress leaders remained in 
jail without trial. 

Phillips said it was hard to discover, either in New Delhi or in other 
parts of India, any pronounced war spirit against Japan, even on the 
part of the British. Rather, the British seemed to feel that their responsi- 
bility lay on the Indian side of the Burma-Assam frontier. Unless the 
present atmosphere changed for the better, we Americans should have to 
bear the burden of the coming campaign in that part of the world and 
could not count on more than token assistance from the British in British 
India. 

Our inability to influence British policy in India, coupled with the 
presence of our troops in that area, gradually gave rise toward the end 
of 1943 to considerable anti-American feeling among the Indians, who 
felt that we were buttressing the British Empire. The President, seeing 
this in numerous dispatches, sent me a memorandum on January 17, 1944, 
saying: “What would you think of my telling the press something like the 
enclosed if I am asked? I think it would clear up a good deal of anti- 
American feeling in India.” 

I replied two days later, after consulting with my associates, saying 
that I thought the proposed statement would be very helpful, and sug- 
gesting two changes in wording proposed by Wallace Murray, Chief of* the 
Near Eastern Division. The President made the statement on February i. 
“The American objectives in India or elsewhere in continental Asia,” he 
said, “are to expel and defeat the Japanese, in the closest collaboration 
with our British, Chinese, and other Allies in that theater. ... No matter 
what individual or individuals command in given areas, the purpose is 
the same. . • , Nobody in India or anywhere else in Asia will misunder- 
stand the presence there of American armed force's if they will believe, as 
we do at home, that their job is to assure the defeat of Japan, without 
which there can be no opportunity for any of us to enjoy and expand the 
freedoms for which we fight.’^ 
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We took all steps we could to dissociate our activities in India, which 
merely served as a base for our operations in aid of China, from those 
of the British. We likewise took care to keep all American propaganda 
work based in India, other than that of a purely psychological warfare 
nature directed against the enemy, completely separate from similar work 
by the British. 

In the summer of 1944 an unexpected and serious issue rose between 
us and the British when an American columnist published a large portion 
of the previously mentioned letter which Phillips had written to the Presi- 
dent on April 19, 1943. This publication created excitement in the United 
States and resentment in Britain. Beginning with a visit to me by British 
Minister Campbell on the day of publication, July 25, 1944, the British 
repeatedly protested and requested our Government to issue a statement 
dissociating ourselves from the views expressed in the letter. 

On August IS, however, we sent the President a memorandum stat- 
ing: “It is the Department’s feeling that it would be impossible to issue 
a statement satisfactory to the British inasmuch as we share in general 
the views expressed in the Ambassador’s letter. Unless you feel that 
we should comply with the British request, I would appreciate having your 
permission to tell the British that we consider it preferable to make no 
public statement on the subject.” The President went along with this view. 

The question received considerable airing in Congress, particularly 
when Phillips’s resignation from Eisenhower’s staff was announced. We 
made a statement, however, to Representative Sol Bloom, chairman of 
the House Committee of Foreign Affairs, showing that there was no con- 
nection between Phillips’s resignation, given on July 19, and the publica- 
tion of the letter, made on July 25. 

The British did not easily let the matter drop. Ambassador Halifax 
called on me on September 8 arid very pressingly urged that the President 
at an early press conference refer to the Phillips letter without mentioning 
it and speak well of the Indian military forces, and then correct any im- 
pression that the British were not aiding in the war against Japan. 

I talked this over with the President, who said he could and would 
make such a statement. He did not make it; but he joined with Prime 
Minister Churchill a week later in making a joint statement at the Quebec 
Conference that all the nations concerned with the war in the Orient were 
“ardent” to engage against the Japanese the massive forces which they 
were marshaling. 

Throughout these years of political disturbance, we gave India what 
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economic assistance we could. In March, 1942, the President appointed 
Henry F. Grady, former Assistant Secretary of State, to head an economic 
mission to India to study the subcontinent's needs. The mission proposed 
a program of assistance which, however, could be implemented only in 
small part because of the shortage of shipping. 

When a serious famine developed in Bengal in 1943, we made efforts 
to secure from the all too inadequate rice stocks in the Western Hemi- 
sphere an allocation of rice for India. The British representatives on the 
Combined Food Board in Washington insisted, however, that the responsi- 
bility for Indian food requirements be left to Britain, and we perforce 
had to agree. 

When I left the State Department at the end of November, 1944, the 
situation in India was still acute. The United Nations' military progress 
in the Pacific had largely removed the danger of a Japanese attack; but 
the danger of internal explosions was still ever present. We had taken 
every occasion we legitimately could to make clear our view that India 
should receive independence, but we had also proceeded with great cau- 
tion so as not to antagonize either the British or the Indians. India con- 
tinued to be one of the principal foci of our general policy on dependent 
peoples. And we had the conviction that, soon after the war ended, India 
must, and would, be granted independence. 

Toward India's neighbor to the north, Afghanistan, our policy as- 
sumed a new importance with our entry into the war and with the mani- 
fest plans of the Germans to penetrate into western Asia en route to India. 
The mountain country's strategic position on the northwest frontier of 
India, the hostility of its people to both the British and the Russians, 
and the pro-German sentiment existing there, made it imperative for us 
to develop our relations with the Afghans. In February, 1942, we assigned 
a Foreign Service officer to Kabul, their capital, with instructions to open 
a Legation; and the President on May 2 appointed Cornelius Van H. 
Engert our Minister to Afghanistan. In June, 1943, the Afghans opened 
a Legation in Washington. 

We forthwith lent what assistance we could in both a cultural and 
an economic way. Grants-in-aid were given to American teachers accept- 
ing posts in Afghanistan’s higher schools. Assistance was given the Gov- 
ernment in employing American engineers to develop irrigation projects. 
We tried to support the country's economy by continuing the importation 
into the United States of karakuls and other Afghan produce, and facili- 
tating the export of manufactured articles to Afghanistan. 
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Toward the end of my years at the State Department, when it became 
apparent that the Germans could no longer carry out their plans of driving 
into the Middle East and eftecting a juncture with the Japanese, we 
nevertheless continued our policy of cooperation with Afghanistan. We 
had in mind the possibility that a breakdown in Afghanistan’s internal 
economy might lead to serious political disorders along the northwest 
frontier of India which would tie down a number of Allied troops. We also 
believed that the prestige we might acquire in Afghanistan would favor- 
ably affect our position in other Moslem areas in the Middle East. And 
we thought that, if it ever became economically feasible to develop oil 
and mineral resources in Afghanistan, a friendly attitude there toward 
the United States would be helpful. 

On only one occasion did we take political action with regard to 
Afghanistan. This was in May, 1943, when we received reports that the 
British and Russians might be planning a joint demand on the Afghan 
Government that it expel the German and Italian diplomatic staffs. We 
felt that the Government’s compliance with this demand might result in 
its overthrow by the tribes and in the creation of disorder. We accordingly 
informed the British Government that if any such demand were made 
the United States Government would openly disassociate itself from the 
demarche. The British replied that they had no present intention of ask- 
ing for the expulsion of the Axis representatives, and that a request they 
had made for a reduction in the number of such representatives was not 
in the form of a demand. The Afghan Government brought about the 
departure of a few Axis representatives and arrested certain Axis agents. 

Partly as a result of our efforts, Afghanistan throughout the war 
presented no element of trouble. The northwest frontier of India was 
secured against becoming a soie spot of disorder and a base for propa- 
ganda and other operations by the Axis. 
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THE NEAR EAST, in which our Government had evinced 
only a slight interest for a century and a half, became through the de- 
mands of World War II a vital area in the conduct of our foreign relations. 
Those legendary and, to the average American, somewhat shadowy coun- 
tries of Asia Minor, whose names were linked with Bible lore and ancient 
history, suddenly presented us with concrete problems of the moment, 
requiring almost daily decisions and affecting our ties with other major 
nations. Iran (once known to us as Persia), Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, 
and Syria began to appear more and more in American print, not as lands 
of the ancients but as cogs in the machine of war. Palestine, already 
known not only as the Holy Land but also as the goal of the Zionists and 
the kernel of the struggle between Jews and Arabs, took on new signifi- 
cance because of the war. The aties of Tehran, Bagdad, Beirut, and 
Damascus,^ which had, heard the tread of armies of long-past centuries, 
now quivered under the roar of tanks or bombers. 

Prior to June, 1941, when Hitler became engrossed in his struggle 
with Russia, the Near East was one of the immediate points of German 
ambition. British and Free French troops had to invade Syrii in 1941 
to prevent the Germans, with Vichy France acquiescing, from using it a*s 
a base to penetrate into the Middle East and support a rebellion in Iraq. 
In my eyes the Near East offered the greatest danger of the war, the 
possible juncture of German and Japanese forces, effectively cutting the 
world in two. 

After the Nazi invasion of the U.S.S.R., the Near East became to the 
British and us a corridor for sending supplies to the embattled Russians, 
Iran being our major highway. We had to negotiate with Iran and other 
Near Eastern countries, and with Britain and Russia, for this purpose. At 
the same time we were in frequent diplomatic contact with Moscow and 
London to prevent dissension from rising between them over the Near 
East, and to forestall any thought on their part of dividing that region 
into spheres of influence. 

Our policy was predicated on our belief that all the countries of the 
Near East should eventually be fully independent. Toward that end we 
furthered the legitimate aspirations of the Arab states toward an Arab 
federation, and we fought the attempt of General de Gaulle^s committee 
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to prevent the peoples of Syria and of Lebanon from achieving independ- 
ence. We also worked hard to bring the Near Eastern states into the 
United Nations. 

We likewise had our own interests to protect, principally the vast oil 
concessions in Saudi Arabia, held exclusively by American companies, as 
well as our large oil interests in Iraq and Kuwait, held jointly with citizens 
of other countries. 

In pursuit of all these objectives we had to be ready to lend financial 
and other assistance to the countries of the Near East, including the send- 
ing of economic, military, and other missions, to establish closer diplomatic 
relations with them, and to exert our diplomatic influence, when necessary, 
upon them or upon our major Allies. 

President Roosevelt and I agreed, in August, 1942, on a plan of pro- 
cedure in the Near East and on a basic statement of our policy in that 
region, after the State Department and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had care- 
fully studied the whole situation. I thereupon cabled Ambassador Winant 
in London to show our plan to the British and obtain their concurrence. 

In support of our proposed plan we stressed the serious consequences 
the loss of the Near East would have for the United Nations, and we em- 
phasized that every possible political and military effort had to be made 
to retain that vital area. The United States, we said, continued to have a 
unique position in the area, where our influence and prestige were still 
high because the Near Eastern peoples realized that we had no vested 
political or territorial interests there. This widespread good will toward 
us had developed into a deep-seated belief to this effect among the Near 
Eastern peoples, principally as a result of a century of American philan- 
thropic, educational, and missionary efforts that no material interests or 
motives had ever tarnished. Such a position was occupied by none of the 
other United Nations. 

We suggested therefore that we take specific steps with regard to the 
Near East: the appointment to Syria and Lebanon of a diplomatic agent; 
the issuance of a policy declaration by our Government with respect to 
the Near East; and the sending of an American mission, partly economic, 
partly military, to that area, although we recognized that the military 
responsibility for the region continued to be primarily British. 

Finally we proposed that the American mission should use four main 
arguments in its approach to the Near East: first, the United Nations’ 
military power and potentialities; second, the inevitable political and 
economic enslavement that the Near Eastern peoples would suffer, as had 
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those in all the occupied countries, in the event of an Axis victory; third, 
the Near Eastern peoples’ own interest and their better prospects for eco- 
nomic and political development in a United Nations victory; fourth, the 
assurance of this country’s support, after the war, for their aspirations 
toward independence if, in line with the Atlantic Charter and American 
foreign policy, the peoples of the Near East actively assisted in winning 
the war. 

I likewise sent Winant the text of the proposed basic statement of 
policy, built around and quoting my radio address of July 23, 1942, when 
I said ‘‘It has been our purpose in the past — and will remain our pur- 
pose in the future — to use the full measure of our influence to support 
attainment of freedom by all peoples who, by their acts, show themselves 
worthy of it and ready for it.” 

The British reaction was more unfavorable than favorable. Eden 
welcomed our proposal to appoint a diplomatic agent to Syria and Leba- 
non, but Mr. Churchill opposed the wording of our proposed declaration. 
The British, in an aide-mimoire, saw “considerable dangers” in it; they 
thought the emphasis on “freedom” and “liberty” inappropriate in so far 
as the independent countries of the Near East were concerned, and apt 
to have dangerous repercussions in so far as Palestine and the Levantine 
states — Syria and Lebanon — ^were concerned. The aide-memoire also dep- 
recated the dispatch of an American mission of the character outlined, 
but indicated that the assignment of American specialized personnel to 
work with the British in those fields would be welcomed. 

In consequence of this reaction, we did not pursue our proposal for 
a declaration of policy, and we did not take up the matter with the French 
National Committee, as we had intended. We did not, however, drop the 
idea of greater American participation in the affairs of the Near East, 
but took numerous steps relating to the countries of that region. 

Iran probably attracted more of our attention than any other country 
in the Near East. With the British and the Russians occupying portions 
of that country, and virith Americans using Iranian routes for the dispatch 
of supplies to Russia, Iran became the only common meeting place of the 
three major nations where they might work out a plan for the treatment 
and development of small nations. This was particularly important be- 
cause Iran for more .than a century had been a diplomatic battleground 
for predominance between Britain and Russia. The President believed, 
and J with him, that Iran, possibly because of the very difficulties inherent 
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in the problem, ofifered us a unique opportunity to see what an unselfish 
American policy could do in raising the status of her national life. 

Prior to the war our relations with Iran had never been of great im- 
portance. Iranian foreign relations had been oriented toward Russia and 
Britain. In the 1920’s German technicians entered Iran by the hundreds, 
and Germany flooded the country with cheap goods. This German pene- 
tration later proved unfortunate for Iran, since it caused the British and 
Russians to invade her in 1941. The Iranian Government, under the hard- 
headed, ultrasensitive dictator, Shah Reza Pahlavi, from 1925 to 1941? 
had itself been an obstacle in the way of better American-Iranian rela- 
tions. Reza Pahlavi, while trying to shut the door to any foreign influence, 
periodically complained to other Governments against any comment in 
the foreign press he considered injurious to Iran. He closed the Iranian 
Legation in Washington in 1936 because his Minister was unfortunately 
arrested in a traffic incident in Maryland, and opened it again only after 
a personal ‘visit to Tehran in 1938 by Wallace Murray, Chief of the 
Division of Near Eastern Affairs. 

At the time the British occupied southern Iran and the Russians 
northern Iran in August, 1941, both the British and the Iranian Govern- 
ment requested our support. The British wanted us to back the Anglo- 
Soviet representations to Tehran demanding the expulsion of most of the 
large German colony in Iran, which seemed to be a danger to the Allies 
particularly because Iran lay just to the south of the Russian oil fields 
toward which the Germans were then driving hard. Though refusing to 
associate our Government with these joint representations, I instructed 
Minister Dreyfus at Tehran to express to the Iranians our sincere hope 
that all the requisite measures were being taken by the Iranian Govern- 
ment to prevent Nazi activities from spreading — a development that 
would inevitably be disastrous to it. 

The Iranian Minister, Mohammed Shayesteh, on the other hand, 
called on me on August 22 to ask on behalf of his Government what we 
should be disposed to do to prevent the threatened British invasion. I em- 
phasized to him then and in later conversations the global nature of the 
conflict with the Axis and my belief that Iran should take all possible 
steps to avoid being of any assistance to the Axis and to aid the Allies. 

Shah Reza Pahlavi, however, blindly pursuing a narrow policy of 
neutrality and nationalism, and refusing to heed our friendly advice to 
look at the war from a broader viewpoint, temporized until it was too 
late. The British and Russians invaded his country on August 25. The 
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Shah thereupon cabled President Roosevelt, asking for his intervention 
“to put an end to these acts of aggression.” The President sent this to me 
on August 30 for a reply. Our response, which went out on September 2, 
followed the line of my conversations with the Iranian Minister, placing 
the Anglo-Soviet-Iranian dispute in its true light as one small element 
in the vast effort to stop Hitler’s ambition of world conquest. The Presi- 
dent also informed the Shah that we had noted the British and Russian 
statements to Iran that they had no designs on the independence or 
territorial integrity of that country. He added that we had already sought 
information from the British and Soviet Governments as to their immedi- 
ate as well as long-range plans and intentions in Iran, and had suggested 
to them the advisability of a public statement to all free peoples of the 
world reiterating their assurances cencerning Iran’s independence. 

I had made these approaches in conferring on August 27 with Soviet 
Ambassador Oumansky and British Charge d’Affaires Campbell, and I 
took this suggestion up again in cables to London and Moscow on Septem- 
ber 4. A fortnight later, the stubborn Shah Reza Pahlavi abdicated and 
was succeeded by the Crown Prince, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, who 
was more disposed to cooperate with the Allies. Although the British and 
Russians did not at that time issue the declaration of assurances I had 
suggested, they did, in the Anglo-Soviet-Iranian Treaty signed on Janu- 
ary 29, 1942, undertake to respect the territorial integrity, sovereignty, 
and political independence of Iran and to withdraw their troops not later 
than six months after the end of hostilities. 

Prior to the signature of this treaty our Legation in Tehran had 
reported that the Soviets were said to be giving at least sympathy to 
separatist movements in their zone in northern Iran. I had this report 
taken up strongly with the Russians, and Soviet Deputy Foreign Com- 
missar Vishinski denied any knowledge on the part of his Government of 
political or propaganda activities in northern Iran looking toward sepa- 
ratist movements. 

Nevertheless, alarmed by continuing reports of Soviet separatist activ- 
ities in northern Iran, the Iranian Government asked us to become a joint 
signatory to the treaty of January 29. We contented ourselves, however, 
with taking note of the Anglo-Soviet assurances contained in the treaty, in 
a telegram from the President to the new Shah on February 6. 

In the spring of 1942 Iran’s strategic position became of great im- 
portance to all the United Nations because of a threatened German attack 
in the Near East and Japanese successes in the Far East. Iran was also 
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providing the major supply route for the U.S.S.R. Despite the Anglo- 
Soviet-Iranian treaty, continuing anti-British and anti-Soviet sentiment in 
Iran prevented any wholehearted support of the United Nations’ war 
effort. The Iranian Government appeared extremely apprehensive over 
Soviet objectives in northern Iran and resentful of British interference 
in Iranian internal affairs. The war had cut off Iran’s export trade and 
made it difficult for her to obtain essential imports, while the continued 
presence of British and Soviet troops had produced internal difficulties 
both political and economical. 

The Iranians, disliking the British, fearing the Russians, resentful 
against both because of their occupation of Iran, and looking upon the 
United States as the only disinterested large nation able to help them, 
turned to us for aid. 

The President accordingly declared Iran eligible for Lend-Lease sup- 
plies on March ii, 1942. We likewise began to send economic, military, 
and other advisers to Iran, always at her own request. At the time I left 
office we had some seventy-five Americans in these advisory missions, to 
which the Iranian Government had granted a considerable degree of 
authority. The largest mission was of an economic and financial nature, 
headed by Dr. Arthur C. Millspaugh, with an authorized strength of* 
sixty Americans. The Iranian Parliament granted these missions plenary 
powers to supervise and direct such vital activities as finance, internal 
revenue, customs, price stabilization, rationing, distribution, collection of 
harvests, public domains, and road transport. A military mission headed 
by Major General Clarence S. Ridley worked toward the reorganization 
of the Quartermaster Corps of the Iranian Army. Another military mission 
under Colonel H, Norman Schwarzkopf reorganized and administered the 
Iranian rural police. 

The work of these missions was attended with many difficulties. Sharp 
disputes rose between some of the advisers, particularly Dr. Millspaugh, 
and some Iranian officials, and the latter interfered from time to time with 
the work of the advisers. We had to iron out the difficulties through diplo- 
matic representations to the Iranian Government and through counsel- 
ing the advisers; we had to keep Britain and Russia assured that we were 
not attempting to take control of the Iranian Government; and we had 
to keep in frequent contact with other Departments and agencies of our 
own Government in order to obtain their cooperation. 

I recommended to the President on August 16, 1943, that the United 
States should adopt '*a policy of positive action” in Iran, so as to facili- 
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tate not only the United Nations’ war operations in that country but also 
a sound postwar development. In the memorandum I sent him, which was 
prepared in the Near Eastern Division under Wallace Murray, I said: 
“We should take the lead, wherever possible, in remedying internal diffi- 
culties, working as much as possible through American administrators 
freely employed by the Iranian Government. We should further endeavor 
to lend timely diplomatic support to Iran, to prevent the development of 
a situation in which an open threat to Iranian integrity might be pre- 
sented.” 

We pointed out that the success of this proposed course of action was 
favored by the exceptionally high regard in which the United States was 
held by the Iranian people. We also had reason to believe that the British 
Government would acquiesce, or even lend its active support. The attitude 
of the Soviet Government was doubtful, but we felt we should be in a 
position to exert considerable influence on that Government if the occasion 
arose. We stated that the safeguarding of legitimate British and Soviet 
economic interests in Iran ought to be a basic principle of American 
action. 

Our recommendations, we said, were rendered necessary by the de- 
terioration of the political and economic situation in Iran. We felt that 
the geographical, political, and economic bases of the century-old ambi- 
tions of Britain and Russia in Iran still remained unchanged. The atti- 
tudes of the British and Soviet Governments gave us strong reason to 
fear that their rivalry would break out again as soon as the military situa- 
tion eased. This danger was greatly increased by the economic and political 
weakness of the -Iranian Government and the presence of British and 
Soviet armed forces on Iranian soil. If events were allowed to run their 
course unchecked, it seemed likely that either Russia or Britain, or both, 
would take action that would seriously abridge, if not destroy, effective 
Iranian independence. The best hope of avoiding such action, we believed, 
lay in strengthening Iran to a point where she could stand on her own feet, 
without foreign control or “protection,” and in calling upon Britain and 
Russia, when necessary, to respect their general commitments under the 
Atlantic Charter and their specific commitments to Iran under the Treaty 
of Alliance of 1942. 

The President was in agreement with the policy we suggested. The 
War Department joined with us in its implementation. 

Iraq, one of Iran’s neighbors, having declared war on the Axis, had 
been admitted to the ranks of the United Nations in January, 1943. Im- 
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mediately the Iranian Government sought a like status. After exchanges 
of views the London, Moscow, and Chungking Governments joined with 
us in stating to the Iranian Government that when Iran entered the war 
against one or more of the Axis nations she would become eligible. Iran 
declared war on Germany on September 9, 1943, and adhered on the 
following day to the United Nations Declaration through an exchange 
of notes between the Iranian Minister and myself. 

At the Moscow Conference in October, 1943, Eden, Molotov, and I 
discussed the question of a declaration by the three major nations con- 
cerning Iran. Eden had taken up with us the substance of such a declara- 
tion prior to the Moscow Conference, and I was in general agreement with 
it. This pronouncement stated that, so long as Iran complied with her obli- 
gations under the Anglo-Soviet-Iranian Treaty of Alliance and gave the 
Allies the aid they desired in the economic and financial fields, they had 
a moral obligation, in making use of Iranian facilities, to do the least 
possible harm to Iran’s economy and to do all possible to safeguard the 
Iranian people against the privations that war must inevitably bring. 

During one of my conferences with Eden in Moscow, I suggested 
on October 24 that the declaration be expanded to include a promise of 
support for the foreign advisers and domestic agencies working to improve 
conditions in Iran, and that separate declarations be made stating the 
intentions of the three Powers to withdraw their armed forces from Iran 
after the cessation of hostilities. 

Eden agreed, and throughout our subsequent discussions at the con- 
ference the British and we were in substantial agreement. Molotov and 
his assistants, however, opposed the issuance of any declaration asserting 
that the assurances and undertakings involved were already covered in 
the Anglo-Soviet-Iranian Treaty and in a draft agreement we had drawn 
up relative to American troops in Iran, and that a reiteration of them 
might alarm rather than reassure the Iranians. 

At that time we were discussing with the Iranian Government a draft 
agreement relative to American troops already in Iran. Following the es- 
tablishment of the Persian Gulf Command in Iran late in November, 1942, 
and the arrival of American technical troops to superintend the transport 
of supplies to Russia, the Iranian Government had proposed that the 
United States become a party to the Anglo-Soviet-Iramian Treaty to clarify 
the status of our troops there. Not considering it feasible to become a 
party to a treaty of alliance with Iran, we proposed to the Iranians a 
separate agreement to cover the presence of our troops on their territory. 
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In our draft w% undertook to ^^respect, in the future as in the past, the 
territorial integrity, sovereignty, and political independence of Iran.” The 
Iranians, however, desired still broader guarantees, and difficulties also 
rose over certain of the economic clauses in the agreement. These negotia- 
tions were suspended by the Iranian Government in December, 1943. 

The proposed three-Power declaration on Iran which Eden and I 
were supporting at Moscow ran aground on the rocks of Soviet opposition. 
Eden, Molotov, and I thereupon agreed to recommend that the declara- 
tion be further considered at the forthcoming Roosevelt-Stalin-Churchill 
meeting, although Eden and I should have preferred to continue the dis- 
cussions at Moscow. 

While returning to Washington from Moscow, I stopped at Tehran 
and received a visit from the Iranian Prime Minister, Ali Soheily, and 
the Foreign Minister, Mohammed Saed, who expressed their Government's 
desire for the early withdrawal of the British and Soviet troops in Iran, 
even before the end of the war. They contended that Iran’s situation had 
radically changed since the Anglo-Soviet-Iranian Treaty of 1942; the 
Germans were no longer a threat; the Axis agent problem had been dis- 
posed of, and, most important, Iran was now at war with the Axis and a 
member of the United Nations. 

The War Department, however, indicated to us on December 21, 
1943, that it did not wish to see the British and Soviet troops leave Iran 
at that time, principally for manpower reasons. Our Charg6 at Tehran, 
Richard Ford, also opposed the proposal on the grounds that it was highly 
unlikely that all Axis agents had been eliminated from Iran, that the 
presence of foreign troops exercised a deterrent influence on the unruly 
tribes that continued to menace the security of the supply line to Russia, 
and that the Persian Gulf Command and the American advisers to the 
Iranian Army desired to see the existing arrangement continued, with the 
British responsible for security in the south and the Russians in the north. 

" We accordingly did not support the Iranian request. 

Meantime the President, Marshal Stalin, and Prime Minister Church- 
ill' had signed at Tehran, on December i, a declaration on Iran. This 
was prepared by our Legation at Tehran with the assistance of General 
Patrick J. Hurley, whom the President had sent on a special mission to 
the Near East, and was presented by Mr. Roosevelt. The declaration 
acknowledged Iran’s contribution to the common war effort, recognized the 
special economic problems created for Iran by the war, pledged such 
economic assistance to Iran as might be possible, promised consideration 
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of Iran’s economic problems in the postwar period, and expressed a desire 
for the maintenance of Iran’s independence, sovereignty, and territorial 
integrity. 

This declaration was of the highest importance to Iran because, in 
addition to the pledges it contained of economic assistance, it gave the 
Iranians what they had so much wanted; namely, a formal expression of 
American desire for the maintenance of Iran’s sovereignty and territorial 
integrity, and a renewal of the assurances previously given by Russia and 
Britain. 

After the President returned to Washington from the Tehran Con- 
ference, I recommended to him on December 22 that we raise our Lega- 
tion at Tehran to an Embassy. Mr. Roosevelt agreed and, on the Depart- 
ment’s recommendation, appointed Leland B. Morris, then our Minister 
to Iceland, to be our first Ambassador in Tehran. 

The President’s personal interest in Iran was keen. He had sent 
General Hurley on one mission to the Near East and on another to Iran, 
and had closely read Hurley’s reports and recommendations, in addition 
to numerous State Department dispatches and memoranda. On January 
12, 1944, in a memorandum to me about a very interesting letter from 
Hurley, he wrote: 

‘Tran is definitely a very, very backward nation. It consists really of 
a series of tribes, and 99 per cent of the population is, in effect, in bondage 
to the other i per cent. The 99 per cent do not own their land and can- 
not keep their own production or convert it into money or property. 

“I was rather thrilled with the idea of using Iran as an example of 
what we could do by an unselfish American policy. We could not take on 
a more difficult nation than Iran. I should like, however, to have a try 
at it. The real difficulty is to get the right kind of American experts who 
would be loyal to their ideals, not fight among themselves and be abso- 
lutely honest financially. 

“If we could get this policy started, it would become permanent if it 
succeeded as we hope during the first five or ten years. And incidentally, 
the whole experiment need cost the taxpayers of the United States very 
little money.” 

Hurley was critical of British policy in Iran, which he considered 
imperialistic, and one of his recommendations was that the Lend-Lease 
Administration should take complete control of .the distribution of our 
own Lend-Lease supplies in the Near East. These had been distributed 
largely through a British agency, primarily because of the difficulty of 
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recruiting and transporting American personnel for the purpose. This 
recommendation, among others, was aporoved by the President and was 
gradually carried out, except in a very few cases where it proved imprac- 
ticable. 

In 1944 our assistance of all kinds to Iran increased. Nevertheless 
dissension intensified between some Iranian officials and a few of our 
advisers. Iranian officials at times resented or objected to the projects 
and procedures recommended by some of the advisers, and on the part 
of the latter, absorbed as they were in their specialized fields, there was 
often an inadequate realization of the need for diplomacy in conducting 
their relations with the Iranian Government. 

\^^en Mr. Abol Hassan Ebtehaj, governor of the National Bank of 
Iran, who according to our Embassy in Tehran was in “open warfare” 
with Dr. Millspaugh, visited the United States in June, 1944, he expressed 
great dissatisfaction with the trend of American-Iranian relations, basing 
his position on a series of minor incidents. I suggested to him that his 
chief complaints, about which he had allowed himself to become so much 
exercised, could well be brushed aside in the face of the more important 
questions and policies that our two peoples and Governments had to solve. 
I said that the United States Government was making an immense con- 
tribution toward bringing defeat to the Axis Powers, all of which pro- 
tected the liberty of Iran. I was told later that this conversation had the 
effect of placating the irate governor. 

Iran being one of the great oil-bearing countries of the Near East, 
one facet of our diplomacy consisted in supporting the efforts of American 
companies to obtain petroleum concessions there. The War and Navy 
Departments, alarmed by statistics tending to prove the depletion of the 
United States oil fields, and feeling that the oil of the Near East, because 
it lay closer to the Far East than the Western Hemisphere fields, might 
be vitally necessary in the war against Japan, strongly urged that the 
Near Eastern potentialities be developed. 

When the Standard-Vacuum Oil Company asked the Department’s 
views on its desire to enter into an arrangement with the Iranian Govern- 
ment to produce petroleum in Iran, we replied that we favored the develop- 
ment of all possible sources of petroleum because of the importance of the 
product both for war purposes and from the long-range point of view, and 
saw no objection to the company's undertaking negotiations with the 
Iranian Government. I approved this reply at a meeting with my asso- 
ciates on November 15, 1943. The British already had extensive oil con- 
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cessions in Iran, but I said that, since we had no agreement with the 
British not to seek oil concessions there, I saw no reason why the com- 
pany should not go ahead with its plans. We cabled our Legation in 
Tehran accordingly. 

The Standard-Vacuum Company sent a representative to Tehran 
early in 1944, and the Sinclair oil interests did likewise. At the same lime 
a representative of a British oil company was in Tehran trying to obtain 
further oil concessions. Then on February 28 Charge Ford in Tehran re- 
ported that the Soviet Embassy had stated to the press that the U.S.S.R. 
had prior rights to the exploitation of any oil in northern Iran, a claim 
apparently based on an old concession never approved by the Iranian 
Parliament. 

The negotiations of the American and British oil interests with the 
Iranian Government continued satisfactorily through the summer of 1944 
until, in September, a Soviet delegation arrived in Tehran and requested 
the immediate concession to the Russian Government of exclusive rights 
for a five-year period to explore for petroleum and other minerals in an 
area of' 200,000 square kilometers in northern Iran. All other foreigners 
were to be excluded from such exploitation. 

Iranian Prime Minister Saed, therefore, informed Ambassador Mor- 
ris on October 9 that his Government had decided to postpone all oil 
negotiations until after the war. We cabled Morris on October 16 to inform 
the Iranian Government that we had taken note of its decision; that, al- 
though the two American firms involved were naturally disappointed at 
its decision, we were confident that the Iranian Government had acted in 
good faith in carrying on the previous negotiations; that we should natu- 
rally expect, when and if the Iranian Government was ready to consider 
applications for oil concessions, that the applications received from Ameri- 
cans would be given no less favorable treatment than those received from 
the Government or nationals of any other country; and that we should 
also expect the Iranian Government to inform us or the American compan- 
ies concerned as soon as it was ready to consider such applications. 

The British took a similar position, but the Soviet reaction was quite 
different. The Russian press immediately began a campaign against the 
Saed Government, and the Soviet officials in Tehran expressed their dis- 
pleasure. Ambassador Harriman in Moscow, acting on our instructions, 
thereupon informed the Soviet Foreign Office of our instructions to Am- 
bassador Morris on October 16 and said that these were based on our 
recognition of an independent nation’s sovereign right to withhold or 
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grant commercial concessions on a nondiscriminatory basis. We called at- 
tention to the Tehran Declaration on Iran and said we could not agree 
to any action constituting undue interference in Iranian internal affairs. 
Nevertheless. Soviet pressure brought about the fall of the Saed 
Government on November 9, three weeks before my resignation. While 
Soviet demands for the desired oil concession thereafter relaxed somewhat, 
this was a basic question involved in the crisis in Soviet-Iranian relations 
in 1946. 



110: Near East and Oil 


OIL LUBRICATED THE DIPLOMACY of the major na- 
tions toward the Near East. When it became apparent in the twenties and 
thirties that the petroleum deposits in that area represented one of the 
greatest reserves in the world, the attention of the larger nations turned 
toward the Near Eastern production of a commodity whose importance to 
industry and transport was becoming ever more marked. 

In Saudi Arabia the element of oil entered into United States di- 
plomacy to a greater extent than in the case of any other Near Eastern 
country. With that comparatively unknown land, consisting largely of 
Arabian desert, under the rule of King Ibn Saud, the greatest single 
influence among the Arabs, we had had only unimportant relations in the 
years before the war. In 1933 we had signed with Saudi Arabia a pro- 
visional agreement for diplomatic and consular representatives, juridical 
protection, commerce, and navigation. In the same year the Standard Oil 
Company of California obtained a concession to develop the Saudi 
Arabian oil fields, which it began to do, in conjunction with the Texas 
Company, through a jointly owned subsidiary, later called the Arabian 
American Oil Company. The company had obtained the concession on its 
own initiative, in competition with various foreign interests. King Ibn 
Saud, suspicious of governmental diplomatic processes, had preferred to 
deal directly with company officials. 

During the next few years the company did not require our diplo- 
matic protection and, in view of Ibn Saud’s attitude toward diplomacy, 
we felt it better to remain in the background. Later, as tests revealed the 
Saudi Arabian oil fields to be among the most important in the world and 
as many more American technicians went to Saudi Arabia, we thought it 
advisable to establish diplomatic relations with the King. In 1939 Minister 
Bert Fish, already accredited to Eg5rpt, was accredited also to Saudi 
Arabia. 

Following the outbreak of the European War, King Ibn Saud began 
to experience serious financial difficulties primarily owing to the curtail- 
ment of the pilgrim traffic to Mecca and Medina as a result of the war. 
In June, 1^41^ he requested a $10,000,000 credit from the United States 
Government. The President agreed but fomid there were legal difficulties 
in the way. The British Government having recommenced payment of 
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cash and goods subsidies to Saudi Arabia, the President also felt that 
there was more reason for the British, with their greater strategic and 
political interests in the Near East, to attend to Ibn Saudis financial 
needs. 

After our entry into the war, however, the preservation of law and 
order in the Near East became of great concern to us. The planning and 
carrying out of the campaign in North Africa, where the Arab population 
predominated, and the establishment of important American supply lines 
to Russia through the Near East, showed the necessity for stability in the 
Near East, toward which end stability in Saudi Arabia was essential. 

In January, 1942, we, took up with the President and with Secretaries 
Ickes of Interior and Wickard of Agriculture a request from the Saudi 
Arabian Government for the services of American experts in irrigation 
and agriculture, and obtained their approval. A mission, headed by Mr. 
K. S. Twitchell, who had acted in the United States as an informal repre- 
sentative of King Ibn Saud, went to Saudi Arabia in May, 1942, remained 
until December, and received the commendation of Ibn Saud in a letter to 
the President 

We opened an American Legation on May i, 1942, at Jidda under a 
Charg6 dAffaires, who, in July, 1943, was appointed Minister Resident. 
Early in January, 1943, the State Department recommended that Saudi 
Arabia be made eligible for Lend-Lease assistance, and the President so 
declared on February 18, 1943. 

These steps were taken in recognition of the importance of King 
Ibn Saud and Saudi Arabia to the United Nations’ war effort. Ibn Saud 
had granted our air forces fly-over privileges, and the War Department 
had evinced an interest in obtaining aircraft landing rights there. Both 
the War and Navy Departments were interested in securing oil reserves in 
Saudi Arabian ground. Furthermore, King Ibn Saud exerted great influ- 
ence upon the Arab countries of the Near East, where American troops 
were stationed. 

The President himself was drawn to the powerful personality of King 
Ibn Saud, and looked forward eagerly to making his personal acquaint- 
ance. We drafted for him in July, 1943, a message to the King inviting 
him to visit the United States in the near future, or, if he were unable to 
come, to designate a member of the Royal Family to make the visit on his 
bdbalf. The King accepted the latter part of the invitation, designating 
his son, Amir Faisal, Foreign Minister of Saudi Arabia, to represent him« 

The news of the invitation and acceptance leaked out and became 
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twisted to indicate that Ibn Baud’s son was coming to the United States 
for propaganda purposes in connection with the Jewish problem in Pales- 
tine. The President sent me a tart note on August 15, attributing the leak 
to the State Department, and adding: “Of course, I have no sympathy 
with those Jews who object to my seeing the son of Ibn Saud any more 
than I have any sympathy with those Arabs who are starting anti-Semitic 
prejudices in this country.” 

I replied to the President three days later, saying I did not believe 
any leak had occurred in the State Department. I remarked that a member 
of the British Embassy had called on an officer of the Department about 
the time the invitation was sent to Ibn Saud and said he had learned 
through Zionist contacts in New York that an invitation was to be ex- 
tended. So far as Arab propaganda activities in the United States were 
concerned, I added, our Minister Resident at Jidda had reported that the 
British Legation there had advised the Saudi Arabian Government to 
undertake such propaganda to counteract Zionist propaganda in the 
United States. 

The Arab princes, Faisal and his brother Khalid, arrived in Washing- 
ton in the autumn of 1943 and, during my “absence at the Moscow Con- 
ference, held a series of conferences with officers of the Department on 
economic aid for Saudi Arabia, development of Saudi Arabian petroleum 
resources, and American policy in the Near East generally. 

Meantime, by arrangement between the State and Treasury Depart- 
ments, a Treasury representative, John W. Gunter, had gone to Saudi 
Arabia to explore with that Government the Saudi Arabian financial 
situation. As a result of this visit, we signed an agreement on October 3, 
1943, to loan Saudi Arabia over 5,000,000 ounces of silver. At the end of 
the year an American military mission, headed by Major General Ralph 
Royce, visited Saudi Arabia, at King Ibn Baud’s invitation, to survey 
Saudi Arabian' military requirements, and in the spring of 1944 a small 
United States Army training mission went to the desert kingdom. 

Rivalry with Britain in Saudi Arabia sharply disturbed us in the first 
half of 1944. Although the British Government, in an aide-mSmoire of 
October 30, 1943, had expressed to us their anxiety to coordinate their 
policy in the Middle East with that of this Government and their hope 
for close collaboration with us in that area; although they had accepted, 
early in 1944? our proposal for discussion of Saudi Arabian fiscal and 
.currency problems; and although British Ambassador Halifax had called 
on me on March 20, 1944, to characterize as entirely erroneous a state- 
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ment attributed to General Hurley that the British were opposed to 
American development of oil interests in Saudi Arabia, the State Depart- 
ment, in March and April of 1944, received reports of increasing British 
activity in Saudi Arabia potentially prejudicial to American interests 
there. 

I could credit the British Government with acting in good faith and 
f riandship , but there was no blinking the fact that they had at Jidda an 
overzealous Minister, S. R. Jordan, who was working in numerous ways 
to supplant American interests in Saudi Arabia by British interests. 
Britain had been subsidizing King'Ibn Saud for' several years, and Min- 
ister Jordan was making full use of this fact to «mlt British prestige by 
lowering our own. 

Our Minister in Jidda, James S. Moose, Jr., informed us on March 
31, 1944, of reports that Jordan had persuaded King Ibn Saud to remove 
certain key officials known to be friendly to the United States and to 
agree to appoint a British economic adviser and possibly a British pe- 
troleum adviser as well. He had also reported that Jordan, without con- 
sulting him, had arranged for certain road work in Saudi Arabia to be 
undertaken under the supervision of the British military, although General 
Royce, during his visit to Saudi Arabia in December, 1943, had discussed 
the construction of two military roads with Bang Ibn Saud, and the King 
had given his permission for United States military forces to make a 
survey toward this end. 

It seemed to my associates and me that we should meet these develop- 
ments in two ways. One was to increase our own economic assistance to 
King Ibn Saud so that he would not lean too heavily on Britain for aid. 
The other was to talk the situation over frankly with the British and 
reach an arrangement with them whereby our national interest in the 
petroleum resources of Saudi Arabia would be protected and Ibn Saud 
would not have an opportunity to play Britain and the United States off 
against each other with respect to the granting of help. 

I outlined the situation to the President in a memorandum on April 
3, 1944, stating our belief that we should extend additional financial and 
economic assistance to Saudi Arabia so as to safeguard our national 
interest in her petroleum resourc®. Pointing out that the Government of 
Saudi Arabia had relied prind^ly upon British subsidies during the 
previous few years, I informed the President that we had now ascertained 
that the British Government proposed in 1944 to subsidize Saudi Arabia 
to the extent of nearly $12,000,000, which was ai^roximately six times 
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the value of Lend-Lease aid our Government contemplated extending in 

1944. 

After citing the activities of the British Minister in Jidda, I said: 
“If Saudi Arabia is permitted to lean too heavily upon the British, there 
is always the danger that the British will request a quid fro quo in oil. 
To obviate this danger, it is recommended that this Government share the 
subsidy on an over-all equal basis with the British.” 

The President wrote his O.K. on this memorandum, and we entered 
into negotiations with the British. These were conducted by Wallace 
Murray, Chief of the Office of Near Eastern Affairs, who had accom- 
panied Under Secretary Stettinius on a special mission to London. The 
British assured us there had never been any intention on their part to 
undermme or to prejudice American oil rights in Saudi Arabia, and they 
agreed to investigate the possibility of an Anglo-American goods subsidy 
program for Saudi Arabia on as nearly an equal basis as possible. 

The British proposed that a joint Anglo-American military mission, 
headed by a British officer, should be sent to Saudi Arabia. After obtain- 
ing the concurrence of the War Department, we agreed to this proposal 
since we recognized that the primaiy military responsibility in the Near 
East was British. We made our approval contingent, however, upon the 
Foreign Office’s agreeing that an American should head any economic or 
financial mission sent to Saudi Arabia at Ibn Saud’s request in view of the 
preponderant United States economic interests in that country. 

The Foreign Office hedged on this reservation, saying that the leader- 
ship of an economic and financial mission should be determined according 
to which country had the preponderant interest in Saudi Arabian economy 
and finance at the time the mission were sent. We rejected this idea, 
saying that our proposal was based on the fact that the preponderant 
interest in the economy of Saudi Arabia was without any question Amer- 
ican and presumably would continue to be so for a long time to come since 
the Saudi Arabian economy would be based on the oil produced by reason 
of substantial American capital investments. The British came back with 
the assertion that our claim to a preponderant American interest in Saudi 
Arabian economy was based on a “misconception of the facts” and stated 
that th^r would be very willing to reconsider the position when oil produc- 
tion had increased and Saudi Arabia no longer depended primarily on her 
economic relations with sterling-area countries*. 

We could reach no agreement. We were willing to agree that the 
British should head the joint military mission, but they sought to keep 
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open the possibility of heading the joint economic mission as well, which 
we could not accept. 

In July, 1944, however, we did agree to participate during 1944 
equally in a joint supply program for Saudi Arabia which would make up 
the difference between inadequate imports and consumption. King Ibn 
Saud had appealed in June to both countries for assistance in alleviating 
a very grave economic situation in Saudi Arabia, and this agreement was 
a major step in putting the relations of Britain and the United States 
toward Saudi Arabia on a better footing. 

Although our relations with Britain in regard to Saudi Arabia were 
now on a better basis, the activities of British Minister Jordan in Jidda 
continued in what we regarded as a definitely anti-American direction. 
On June 26 I had asked British Ambassador Halifax to call in order to 
raise with him the question of Jordan. I said to him that our officials in 
the Middle East were convinced beyond peradventure of doubt that 
Jordan was doing his level best to injure the United States Government’s 
relations with King Ibn Saud, and was endeavoring in other ways to 
undermine our position in Saudi Arabia, and that we just could not put up 
with these activities without making constant and louder complaint to the 
British Government. 

I cabled our Legation at Jidda on July 12 that the joint supply and 
financial program of aid to Saudi Arabia agreed upon between the British 
and American Governments was to be considered as expressing a single 
combined policy toward Saudi Arabia in this field. I instructed Minister 
Moose to treat all proposals relative to financial and supply aid to Saudi 
Arabia jointly with the British Minister, cooperating with him closely 
and wholeheartedly and making all approaches to the Government of 
Saudi Arabia on such njatters jointly with him. I added that similar 
instructions were being sent by the British Government to Minister 
Jordan. 

We continued to receive from our Legation at Jidda, however, 
dispatches showing that Minister Jordan refused to cooperate. We there- 
fore informed the British Embassy that the continuance of Mr. Jordan in 
Saudi Arabia was unacceptable so far as we were concerned. Eventually, 
some time after my resignation, Jordan was transferred. 

Saudi Arabia and her vast oil deposits provided one of the reasons 
for the negotiations we undertook with the British in 1944 for a world- 
wide agreement to cover the production and distribution of oil, in which, 
other nations subsequently would be invited to join. 
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Throughout most of 1943 we at the State Department had been 
giving intensive study to the problem of oil reserves outside the United 
States. We had before us the statements of many experts that reserves 
inside the United States were dwindling and that the demands for oil 
during the war and the postwar period would be greatly augmented. I had 
set up a Committee on International Petroleum Policy within the State 
Department, with Economic Adviser Herbert Feis as its chairman, and 
had created the position of Petroleum Adviser. On Dr. Feists recom- 
mendation, I appointed Max W. Thornburg to it. When we later learned, 
however, that Thornburg still was connected with an American oil com- 
pany, I immediately requested his resignation, and in December, 1943, 
named as his successor Charles Ra3mer, who had been an independent 
petroleum producer for twenty-five years and had had no connection with 
a major oil company during that time. Rayner carried out his functions 
with marked efficiency. 

Dr. Feis’s committee submitted a report to me on March 22, 1943? 
saying that both Secretary of the Navy Knox and Secretary of the 
Interior Ickes had repeatedly indicated to the committee their eagerness 
that some action be taken to safeguard our petroleum reserve situation. 
After two meetings with the committee to consider their report, I sent 
copies of it on March 31 to Secretaries Stimson, Knox, and Ickes and 
suggested that they and I meet to discuss the situation. The report pro- 
ceeded on the assumption that the future American demand for oil, both 
for defense and for essential economic requirements, would be in excess 
of production within the United States. It added: ^‘Unless our ability to 
derive required supplies from abroad at all times (tranquil, overshadowed, 
or critical) is safeguarded, the United States will be in hazard (a) of 
having to pay an economic or political toll to secure the oil, or (J) actu- 
ally fail to secure it.” 

The committee therefore recommended that, while continuing to 
study the possibility of concluding an international petroleum agreement, 
our Government should organize a Petroleum Reserves Corporation. This 
corporation would negotiate option contracts with companies (American 
or foreign, privately or publicly owned), holding petroleum concessions in 
foreign countries. The contracts would give the Government the right to 
procure specified amounts of petroleum for delivery to it at times to be 
agreed upon. They would be negotiated only wii the consent of the 
Government in whose territory lay the reserves. The board of directors 
of the corporation might be composed of representatives of the State, War, 
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Navy, and Interior Dq)artments, with the State Department representa- 
tive as chairman. 

We now began exchanges of views with those Departments. Stimson, 
and Ickes were of the opinion that the United States Government 
^ould become part owner, probably majority owner, of the American 
company producing Saudi Arabian oiL Admiral Leahy sent me a memo- 
randum dated June 11, 1943, recommending that our Government should 
Tiria1i:i> immediate efforts to obtain from Saudi Arabia oil concessions for 
the United States Government for the purpose of establishing a naval oil- 
fud reserve similar to those then existing in the United States. The Joint 
Griefs of Staff, in a memorandum to the President, had emphasized the 
crisis in oil and prcposed that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation be 
directed to organize a corporation specifically for the purpose of acquiring 
proven foreign petroleum reserves, including the immediate acquisition of 
a controlling interest by the United States Government in Saudi Arabian 
oil concessions. The President had directed Leahy to take up these recom- 
mendations with me personally. 

During a series of meetings presided over by James F. Byrnes, 
Director of War Mobilization, the interested Government Departments 
reached the conclusion that a Petroleum Reserves Corporation should be 
setup. 

A clear-cut difference of opinion developed during the conversations 
we were having with other Government Departments. Ickes believed, as 
he stated in a letter to the President, that the Government should purchase 
a controlling stock interest from the two parent companies in the Amer- 
ican company developing oil in Saudi Arabia. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
recommended the negotiation of a new oil concession vrith Ibn Saud by 
our Government. My associates and I, on the other hand, befieved that 
the Government ^ould not itself enter the oil business; it should merely 
contract with the American company owning the oil concessions in Saudi 
Arabia — ^ultimately known as the Arabian American Oil Company — ^for 
the creation of oil reserves to be delivered when called for. Moreover, we 
considered the problem of oil a delicate element in the more important 
question of our over-all foreign relations. 

Accordii^ly, I sent the President a memorandum on June 14, 1943, 
which Feis, at my direction, had prepared. After stating our attitude that 
the task of proceeding in the petroleum field with the development and 
construction needed for war purposes was primarily- one for ttm War and 
Navy Departments, the Petroleum Administrator for War (Ickes), and 
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other interested Government agencies, with such cooperation as the State 
Department had given in many previous cases, we said: 

^^Experience clearly shows that the acquisition and jmaintenance of 
foreign concessions requires carefully directed negotiations with foreign 
Governments, and these negotiations are always closely connected with 
otjier questions in the political and economic field being dealt with at the 
same time. 

^ ^‘In each and every negotiation the Department has had to reckon 
with many and variable factors such (a) the frequent tendency for 
foreign governments to seize control of oil resources or restrict their 
development to their own nationals; (b) rival efforts on the part of foreign 
countries and governments; (c) fears of imperialism; (d) the interplay 
of diplomatic bargaining.’’ 

We added that the principles on which our Government based its 
efforjts to obtain control of petroleum reserves, and the use of such reserves, 
would affect every phase of our relations with foreign governments in the 
postwar period — ^including territorial settlements and matters affecting 
international political relations. 

‘‘It will be recalled,” we said, “that in many conferences after the 
last war the atmosphere and smell of oil w^ almost stifling. It is essential 
that our own efforts in the period ahead be so directed as to achieve our 
ends without stimulating new restrictive moves on the part of other coun- 
tries and creating intense new disputes.” 

We therefore thought the State Department should occupy an im- 
portant place in the Petroleum Reserves Corporation and have prime 
responsibility for its negotiations with foreign governments. 

As for Ickes’s recommendation that the United States Government 
acquire controlling interest in the American company developing oil in 
Saudi Arabia, we stated our belief that, if4t were approved, it would be 
necessary to notify King Ibn Saud of this intention and that it was not 
known what attitude he might take toward the entrance of the American 
Government into the business of developing oil reserves located within his 
domain. We also referred to a provision in the agreements between the 
company and Ibn Saud prohibiting the company, without the consent of 
the Saudi Arabian. Government, from assigning to anyone its rights and 
obligations under its contract. 

As to the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendation that the United States 
Government negotiate with King Ibn Saud for oil concessions for itself, 
we pointed out that the most promising oil-bearing land in Saudi Arabia 
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was already included within the concessions held by the American com- 
pany. We added that any negotiations that disturbed the present conces- 
sion might have adverse results and possibly lead to new demands either 
upon the company or upon our Government under penalty of reducing the 
present concession or of admitting representatives of other countries. 

Representatives of the State, War, Navy, and Interior Departments 
next held a series of meetings in the office of Under Secretary of War 
Patterson to reconcile the views of the several Departments. This group 
drew up a report which I sent to the President on June 26, with a letter 
signed by Stimson, Ickes, Acting Secretary of the Navy Forrestal, and 
myself. This first recommended the establishment by the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation of a Petroleum Reserves Corporation. It then sub- 
mitted to the President the two conflicting views as to the method of 
obtaining Saudi Arabian oil for the Government — ^Ickes’s proposal that 
our Government acquire 100 per cent of the stock of the company owning 
the oil concessions in Saudi Arabia, and the State Department's proposal 
that the Government contract with the company for the purchase of oil. 
The report stipulated that the Petroleum Reserves Corporation should 
not embark on any major projects without receiving the prior approval of 
the Secretary of State and that all major negotiations with foreign Gov- 
ernments should be conducted through or under the supervision of the 
State Department. 

The President seemed to lean toward the recommendation that the 
Government acquire 100 per cent of the company’s stock. 

The Petroleum Reserves Corporation was set up. I stated I did not 
want to be chairman of it, and Feis, on my behalf, said he thought the 
logical choice should be Ickes, who was, in fact, elected president of the 
Board of Directors on August 9, 1943. 

Under Ickes’s impetuous leadership, the Corporation began to develc^ 
sweeping plans for the injection of the Government into oil fields not only 
in Saudi Arabia but in other areas as well. It drew up projects for expand- 
ing the operations of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, a wholly British- 
owned concern, for a new pipeline to the Mediterranean from the British- 
controlled Iraq oil fields, and for a refinery in British India. At the same 
time Ickes began negotiations with the Standard Oil Company of Cali- 
fornia and the Texas Company to purchase 100 per cent of the stock of 
the. company — Arabian American — they had set up^ to produce oil in 
Saudi Arabia. The two companies, however, refused to permit the Pe^ 
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troleum Reserves Corporation to acquire loo per cent of the company’s 
stock, a controlling share, or even one-third. 

As new reports began to be published about the failure of these 
negotiations, and about the ambitious plans of the corporation, I wrote 
Ickes, its president, on November 13, 1943, pointing out that its activities 
were already causing us embarrassment in the Near East, and might well 
weaken in the eyes of King Ibn Saud the position of the American com- 
pany which held the oil concession in Saudi Arabia since there was now no 
assurance that its holdings would be substantially developed in the near 
future. 

“This Department,” I said, “believes that there should be a full 
realization of the fact that the oil of Saudi Arabia constitutes one of the 
world’s greatest prizes, and that it is extremely shortsighted to take any 
step which would tend to discredit the American interest therein, whether 
that interest be of a public or private character.” 

We also objected to the corporation’s seeking to aid the expansion of 
British oil interests, and pointed out that the expansion of American facili- 
ties should have priority over any further expansion of British facilities 
in the Near East area. “We believe,” my letter stated, “that strong criti- 
cism will develop if British petroleum facilities in the Middle East are 
further expanded for American purposes and with American materials, 
for to do so will retard the development of American enterprises, jeopard- 
ize their holdings, and so tend to make this country dependent on British 
oil in the future.” 

We in the State Department had, in fact, been considering for some 
months a possible agreement between the United States and British Gov- 
ernments with respect to Near Eastern oil reserves. On December 2, 1943, 
I addressed a note to British Ambassador Halifax proposing that informal 
and preliminary oil discussions be undertaken between the two Govern- 
ments. I sent the President a memorandum ^on the 8th reemphasizing that 
the full development of Near Eastern oil resources was of tremendous 
wartime and long-tange importance. “Because of the complex problems 
involved,” I said, “those resources, which are held to a substantial extent 
jointly by American and British interests, cannot be adequately developed 
unless the United States and British Governments reach an agre^ent 
providing for close cooperation.” I suggested that, in view of the delicate 
political situation in the Near East and the close connection between 
foreign oil questions and the general conduct of our foreign relations, it 
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was extremely desirable that any -conversations with the British on oil be 
imder the clear supervision and guidance of the State Department. 

Ickes, however, wrote the President a letter — of which Mr. Roosevdt 
sent me a copy on December 29 — stating, “This is my baby,” and insist- 
ing that he himself be one of the negotiators. We in the State Department 
thought the negotiations should be begun by experts of the State and 
Interior Departments, but Ickes contended that they should be on a 
Cabinet level, and would not name a representative to sit for him. 

We also suggested that any further negotiations with American oil 
r nmpflnifis whereby the Government would obtain an interest in the Amer- 
ican company in Saudi Arabia should be postponed until it was seen what 
direction the negotiations with Britain would take, but Ickes objected. 
The President, in ,a memorandum to Ickes and me on January 10, adopted 
Ickes’s position. “It is, of course, true,” he said, “that the State Depart- 
ment should handle, in general, matters relating to foreign affairs — ^but at 
the present time I think it vital that we should go ahead with some speed 
in negotiating with the American companies, in order to find out just 
where the United States stands before we take the matter up with the 
British. ... I feel that time is important — ^because after the war the 
American position will be greatly weaker than it is today. Can’t we agree 
on a policy and on the method of putting it into effect?” 

Ickes continued his negotiations with the American oil companies 
and reached an s^eement late in January, 1944, for government con- 
struction of a pipeline from the Persian Gulf to some point on the eastern 
Mediterranean and for the establishment of a billion-barrel oil reserve in 
Saudi Arabia and in the sheikdom of Kuwait for the use of our armed 
forces. The President approved this agreement. I acquiesced in it with 
reservations. I did not want to see government ownership of the pipeline. 
I was willing to go abng to the extent of govenunent ownership during 
the period of the war, after which it would revert to private companies; 
Ickes on the other hand wanted permanent government ownership. Nor 
did I want to see the pipeline operated by the Government. Ickes com- 
promised to the extent of agreeing that 'the pipeline should be privately 
operated and that at the end of the war the question of ownership should 
be oeviewed. 

Ickes, however, still wanted personally to conduct the negotiations 
with the British Government. During my brief absence from Washingtmi 
early in February, he induced the President to make him chairman of the 
negotiating group, with the Under Secretaries of State, War, and Navy, 
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and Charles E. Wilson, vice chairman of the War Production Board, as 
the other members. Under Secretary Stettinius, after telephoning me, 
informed the President of my view that it would be a great mistake to 
deprive the State Department of leadership in the. negotiations, and that 
the discussions should be conducted on a working level with technical and 
political experts who could devote full time to the many intricate problems 
involved. I had already advised the British, with the President's approval, 
that the conversations woidd be conducted at the working level with the 
American group headed by Charles Rayner, Petroleum Adviser of the 
State Department, the other members being Paul Ailing, Deputy Director 
of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, and a representative of 
Secretary Ickes. I had likewise so advised the American petroleum in- 
dustry. 

The President thereupon, on February 15, suggested a compromise 
solution, whereby I would be chairman of the group, and Ickes vice 
chairman, the other members being the Under Secretaries of War and 
Navy and Wilson and Rayner. 

The British, however, immediately protested this decision. They said 
it would be impossible to send representatives of Cabinet rank to Wash- 
ington at that time in view of the coming invasion (of Normandy). 

The President’s reaction, which Stettinius commimicated to Ambas- 
sador Halifax, was that the whole matter of mutual agreement on pe- 
troleum problems was of such extreme importance to both countries and 
to -international security that high ranking representatives of both Gov- 
ernments should constitute the negotiating groups. 

Thereupon Prime Miiiister Churchill cabled the President on Febru- 
ary 20, stating that certain British quarters were apprehensive that this 
country wished to deprive the British of their Near Eastern oil interests. 
He added that any announcement of a conference on Near Eastern oil, 
with the American delegation led by the Secretary of State, was sure to 
raise questions in Parliament which the Prime Minister would be xmable 
to answer with an assurance that no transfer of property was involved — 
although he himself was sure there was no ground for such suspicions so 
far as the United States Government was concerned. 

President Roosevelt replied to this message two days later, saying he 
had particularly noted the Prime Minister’s concern that a wrangle over 
oil between the two Governments be avoided. While the Prime Minister, 
the President said, had pointed to British apprehensions with respect to 
United States aims in the Near East, he himself was concerned over a 
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rumored British desire to “horn in” on the oil reserves of Saudi Arabia. 
Mr. Roosevelt said that questions and problems that occasioned appre- 
hensions and rumors of this kind clearly showed the great need for a basic 
Anglo-American understanding relative to the oil of the Middle East, 
from which should develop oil agreements more extensive in scope. He 
insisted on the negotiators being of Cabinet rank because of the im- 
portance of the negotiations, and said that he himself wished to preside at 
the first meeting of the joint discussion group, which would be held in the 
Cabinet room in the White House. 

Following further exchanges of messages between the President and 
the Prime Minister, involving primarily an exchange of assurances with 
respect to British oil interests in Iran and Iraq and American interests in 
Saudi Arabia, they agreed that an announcement should be made of the 
forthcoming discussions, first on a technical, then on a higher, or Cabinet 
level. The President was very anxious to have this announcement made — 
it was issued March 7, 1944 — because of press intimations of Anglo- 
American discord on oil. 

The President was also concerned over opposition that had risen in 
the Senate following Ickes’s announcements at the beginning of February 
concerning the pipeline agreement he had reached and his big oil expan- 
sion program throughout the Near East. This opposition in general 
stemmed from anxiety, on the one hand, over the extent— as indicated by 
Ickes’s announcements — ^to which the Gk)vernment was becoming involved 
in the oil business, and, on the other, over the extent of the major oil 
companies^ control of government policy in this field. The implications 
with respect to our future foreign policy also aroused apprehension. 

Following the passage of a resolution on March 13, the Senate estab- 
lished a special Committee to Investigate Petroleum Resources. After 
discussions between members of this committee and the State and Interior 
Departaients, we informed our Legation at Jidda on June 27 that there 
was within our Government an informal understanding that no further 
action would be taken on the pipeline as a government project until after 
the British and American Cabinet-level discussions to take place shortly, 
and such public hearings as the Senate special committee might wish to 
hold subsequently. The plan for a government-constructed pipeline was 
not revived while I remained in office. When an Arabian American Com- 
pany reconnaissance group desired to go to Saudi Arabia in the autumn 
of 1944 to survey a pipeline to be constructed by the company itself, the 
Department cabled our Legation at Jidda on October 16 that, if the 
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question were raised by Eling Ibn Saud or officials of his Government, the 
position to be taken was that this was solely an Arabian American Com- 
pany matter not involving this Government, although we had no objections 
to the company’s plans of which we were fully informed. Subsequently, 
the company was successful in obtaining from certain of the governments 
directly concerned permission for the construction of the pipeline through 
their territories. 

Meantime preliminary conversations on a technical level had been 
held in Washington between the British and ourselves, looking toward an 
Anglo-American oil agreement that subsequently would be joined by other 
nations. The British committee of Cabinet rank, headed by Lord Beaver- 
brook, arrived in Washington in July to conclude the discussions. I pre- 
sided over the first meeting on July 25 and thereafter turned the meetings 
over to Ickes as vice chairman. An Anglo-American petroleum agreement 
was reached following a series of conferences, and was announced on 
August 8, 1944. 

This agreement embraced five principles of cooperation between 
Britain and the United States with regard to international trade in pe- 
troleum. These were: 

(1) Adequate petroleum supplies should be made available to the 
nationals of all peaceable countries at fair prices and on a nondiscrimina- 
tory basis, subject to such collective security arrangements as might be 
established. 

(2) Petroleum resources should be developed in such a way as to 
encourage the sound economic advancement of the countries in which the 
petroleum deposits lay. 

(3) There should be equal opportimity to acquire exploration or 
development rights in areas not already under concession. 

(4) There should be respect for valid concession contracts and law- 
fully acquired rights. (This was designed to put an end to the suspicion 
that had beclouded Anglo-American relations in the Near East for many 
years.) 

(5) The operations of the petroleum industry should not be ham- 
pered by restrictions inconsistent with the purpose of the agreement. 
(This principle restated the basic purpose of the agreement; namely, that 
the international petroleum trade should be conducted in an orderly 
manner on a world-wide basis so thk ample oil supplies would become 
available in international trade to meet the economic needs of all coun- 
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tries, subject always to considerations of military security and to the 
provisions of international security arrangements.) 

The Anglo-American agreement also provided for the establishment 
of an International Petroleum Commission. This would prepare long-term 
estimates of world petroleum demand and suggest how this demand might 
best be satisfied by production equitably distributed among the various 
producing countries. It would analyze short-term problems. It would make 
reports and recommendations to the two Governments. 

The agreement was intended to be voluntary in nature, with no 
executive authority vested either in it or in the International Petroleum 
Commission to be established under it. It was preliminary to the negotia- 
tion of an international agreeinent to which the Governments of all 
producing and consuming countries interested in the international pe- 
troleum trade would become parties and which would establish a perma- 
nent International Petroleum Council. 

I sent this agreement to the President on August 22, and he trans- 
mitted it to the Senate two days later. 

Much adverse reaction followed the publication of the agreement. 
The American petroleum industry felt that the accord was so worded that 
it xould be construed' to cover operations of the domestic petroleum 
industry, and they were already apprehensive that Secretary Ickes was 
seeking to control these operations. It thought the agreement gave man- 
datory powers to the proposed International Petroleum Commission. 

Such was the situation when I resigned at the end of November, 
1944, In January, 1945, the President, at the suggestion of the State 
Department, asked the Senate to return the agreement for revision. Sub- 
sequently certain provisions were reworded so as clearly to limit its 
scope to the international and not the domestic trade in petroleum, and 
further to define the functions of the International Petroleum Commission 
as advisory and recommendatory only. Ickes went to London, obtained 
British approval of the revised agreement, and it was again submitted to 
the Senate, where it lies at this writing. The agreement in its final form 
embraced all the principles contained in the original agreement. 

I continue to believe, as I have consistently advocated, that, the 
United States Government should confine itself to the role of negotiator 
and mediator in the intemationd petrolebm field, and should not itself 
enter into the business of producing, transporting, or selling oil. It was 
from this viewpoint that I advocated an international agreement on 
petroleum. 



Oil has become so important a commodity in international trade; it 
has so often in the past provided the spark for disputes between nations; 
it will continue so strong a temptation for the domination of small coun- 
tries by strong nations, that I strongly believe that an international accord 
such as we negotiated is all-essential. For many years I have seen the 
problems of oil assume greater and greater importance in our foreign 
relations until I am convinced that an acceptable international understand- 
ing on the principles by which so vital a commodity is to be handled in 
world conunerce has become an essential factor in the establishment and 
preservation of lasting peace* 



Ill: The Problem of Jews and Arabs 


FEW PROBLEMS of a more delicate nature faced us during 
the war than the question of the Jewish National Home in Palestine. On 
the one hand we had the burning aspirations of a great percentage of 
the Jews to establish a state for their people in Palestine, coupled with the 
fact that the barbaric Nazi persecution was forcing the Jews to flee the 
charnel house of Central Europe. On the other hand we had the fierce 
opposition of the Arabs to the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine 
and to the continued immigration of Jews into Palestine, plus .the fact that 
the decision in the case was the function of the British Government, not 
ours. We were constantly being pressed for action by the nearly five mil- 
lion Jews in the United States, while at the same time our representatives 
in the Near Eastern Arab countries, plus our own military officials here, 
were informing us of the danger of antagonizing the sixty million Arabs 
there at a moment when their help in a strategic area of the war was so 
vital. 

Our own relations to Palestine rested on the American-British Man- 
date Treaty of December 3, 1924, whereby the United States had recog- 
nized Britain’s mandate over Palestine confided to her by the League of 
Nations. This provided for nondiscriminatory treatment in matters of 
commerce; nonimpairment of vested American property rights; permis- 
sion for Americans to establish and maintain educational, philanthropic, 
and religious institutions in Palestine; safeguards with respect to the 
judiciary; and, in general, equality of treatment with all other foreign 
nationals. We had no right to prevent the modification of the terms of the 
mandate, but we could refuse to recognize the validity of any modifica- 
tion as it affected American interests. 

The Roosevelt Administration’s diplomatic interest in Palestine began 
during the first term. A conflict having broken out in Palestine between 
Jews and Arabs in the spring of 1936, an investigation of the situation by 
the British Government gave rise to reports that Jewish immigration into 
Palestine might be suspended, severely curtailed, or completely eliminated. 
On July 27, 1936, I cabled Ambassador Bingham in London that influ- 
ential Jewish groups here had informed the President that Britain was 
thinking of suspending Jewish immigration into Palestine. Saying that 
Jewish leaders here feared that such action might prove hard to revoke 
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and might close the German and Polish Jews’ only avenue of escape, I 
asked Bingham to mention this entirely unofficially and personally to 
Foreign Secretary Eden. 

The following year, on April 27 , 1 sent Bingham another telegram of 
similar tenor. I added that Bingham might mention to Eden that large 
groups of Jews here were of the opinion that, because of their experience 
under certain European Governments, Jews throughout the world had 
logically become the supporters of democratic institutions and looked 
naturally to the democratic Governments to give them equitable and fair 
treatment. 

Then on October 12, 1938, shortly before the British Government’s 
Palestine Partition Commission was due to report, I cabled Ambassador 
Kennedy, who had succeeded Bingham, to inform Eden’s successor. Lord 
Halifax, that the White House and the State Department had received 
thousands of letters and telegrams of protest from all over the country. 
These messages inveighed against the British Government’s alleged inten- 
tion to eliminate or curtail Jewish immigration and thereby jeopardize the 
policy that the Balfour Declaration of 1917, with respect to the Jewish 
National Home in Palestine, had established. 

In each of these telegrams to London, however, I instructed our 
Ambassador to make it entirely clear to the British that we were not in 
any way questioning Britain’s responsibility for Palestine’s administra- 
tion or presuming to interfere in that administration. 

Two days later we issued a long public statement of our position 
toward Palestine. In this we said: ^‘As is well known, the American people 
have lor many years taken a close interest in the development of the 
Jewish National Home in Pale^ine. Beginning with President Wilson, 
each succeeding President has on one or more occasions expressed his own 
interest in the idea of a National Home and his pleasure at the progress 
made in its establishment.” I also referred to the joint resolution of Con- 
gress on September 21, 1922, of the same nature 

Finally the British Government, in May, 1939, released its White 
Paper on Palestine. Among other provisions, this eliminated immigration 
into Palestine after March 31, 1944, unless the Arabs agreed to its con- 
tinuance. I had an analysis made of this document and sent it to the 
President. 

Mr, Roosevelt strongly objected to the British White Paper in a 
memorandum he sent me on May 17, saying: ^T have read with interest 
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and a good deal of dismay the decisions of the British Government 
regarding its Palestine policy.” He continued: 

“Frankly, I do not believe that the British are wholly correct in 
saying that the framers of the Palestine Mandate ‘could not have intended 
that Palestine should be converted into a Jewish state against the will of 
the Arab population of the country.’ 

“My recollection is that this way of putting it is deceptive for the 
reason that while the Palestine Mandate undoubtedly did not intend to 
take away the right of citizenship and of taking part in the Government 
on the part of the Arab population, it nevertheless did intend to convert 
Palestine into a Jewish home which might very possibly become pre- 
ponderantly Jewish within a comparatively short time. Certainly that was 
the impr^on that was given to the whole world at the time of the Man- 
date. The statement on your Page 6, Paragraph 2, quoting the White 
Paper of 1933, bears out my contention.” 

The President, after noting that the new White Paper admitted that 
the British Mandate was “to secure the development of self-governing 
institutions,” said: “Frankly, I do not see how the British Government 
reads into the original Mandate or into the White Paper of 1922 any 
policy that would limit Jewish immigration. 

“My offhand thought is that while there are some good ideas in 
r^ard to actual administration of government in this new White Paper, 
it is something that we cannot give approval to by the United States. 

“My snap judgment is that the Briti^ plan for administration can 
wdl be the basis of an administration to be set up and to carry on during 
the next five years; that during the next five years the 75,000 additional 
Jews should be allowed to go into Palestine and settle; and at the end of 
five years the whole problem could be resurveyed and at that time either 
continued on a temporary basis for another five years or permanently 
settled if that is then possible. I believe that the Arabs could be brought 
to accept this because it seems dearlhat 75,000 additional immigrants 
can be successfully settled on the land, and because also the Arab immi- 
gration into Palestine since 1921 has vastly ejKxeded the total Jewish 
inunigration during this whole p«dod.” 

This memorandum coincided also with the thoughts of the State 
Department. The President, however, did not want it conamumcated to 
the British Government, and we limited ourselves to a cable to Kennedy 
on May 23, 1939, instructing him to mention infonnally and oralfy to 
Foreign Secretary Halifax that disappointment here, especially in Zi(»ist 



THE FEOBLEM OF JEWS AND AEABS ISJI 

circles, over certain of the White Paper’s provisions was rather wide- 
spread, particularly over those that foreshadowed a marked reduction 
eventually in Jewish immigration into Palestine. A flood of protests was, 
in fact, pouring into the State Department. 

War came to Europe only three months later. Following the outbreak 
of fighting, Zionist agitation in this country lay comparatively dormant 
for a period, although several delegations of Zionists and also Dr. Chaim 
Weizmann, president of the World Zionist Organization, called on me 
during 1940 and discussed the development of Palestine as a Jewish refugo 
after the war. 

In the spring of 1941, however, the American Palestine Committee 
was organized under the chairmanship of Senators Wagner and McNary 
and with Cabinet members Ickes, Wickard, and Jackson, along with 
prominent members of Congress and other public figures, as members. 
The British Embassy thereupon made several representations to us to the 
effect that if speeches were made in the United States by persons high in 
the Government advocating the immediate opening up of Palestine to 
Jewish resettlement planners in the event of a British victory, very great 
unr^t would be created in the Arab world, particularly in Iraq, where a 
highly critical situation already existed. A rebellion had broken out in 
Iraq, which the British later had to quell. 

I took the occasion of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Balfour 
Declaration of 1917 to make a public statement relating to Palestine on 
October 31, r942; A group of rabbis having presented to me a memo- 
randum on Palestine, I pointed to the fact that the United States had 
followed with interest and S3mipathy the work that had been done under 
the Balfour Declaration, in which work American citizens had played a 
useful part. 

“Of all the inhuman and tyrannical acts of Hitler and his Nazi 
lieutenants,” I said, “their systematic persecution of the Jewish people — 
men, women, and diildren — ^is the most debased.” But I put the solution 
of the Jewish problem on a broader basis than merely that of the National 
Home in Palestine. “The Jews,” I said, “have long sought a refuge. I 
believe that we must have an even wider objective; we must have a world 
in which Jews, like every other race, are free to abide in peace and in 
honor.” 

The continuing Zionist agitation in the United States began to have 
increasingly serious repercussions among the Arab states in the Near East, 
according to reports we were receiving in the State Departmoit late in 
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1942 and early in 1943. The Prime Minister of Iraq, Nuri Pasha, pro- 
tested to our Minister at Bagdad about the pro-Zionist statements emanat- 
ing from the United States. The heir to the Egyptian throne, Prince 
Mohammed Ali, raised the same point with Minister Kirk in Cairo. 

Lieutenant Colonel Harold B. Hoskins, who, speaking Arabic fluently 
and knowing the Near East well, had been sent to that area in the autumn 
0/ 1942 on a mission for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, reported to us from 
Cairo on January 23, 1943, his fears that unless some action were taken to 
reduce the tension, Arab-Jewish conflict might soon break out again in 
Palestine, even before the end of the war, and throw all the Arab Near 
East into turmoil. Egyptian Minister Mahmoud Hassan Bey called on me 
on February 3, 1943, to hand me an aide-mimoire from his Government 
calling attention to “the deplorable effect on the Arab and Mohammedan 
world” of the Zionist activities, and to their possible repercussions with 
respect to this Government and the Allied war effort. 

King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia sent President Roosevelt a message 
in April and a letter in May. He expressed his personal interest, as an 
Arab and Moslem leader, in the Arab question, with particular reference 
to Palestine and Syria. He said, however, that, although urged to make 
representations to the United States Government respecting Palestine, he 
had refrained from doing so only because of his desire not to embarrass 
the United States at this time or to prejudice the United Nations cause 
by taking a step likely to increase Arab-Jewish antagonisms. He wanted 
to know whether the President approved of his attitude of silence and, 
if so, whether he would be advised in advance of any steps of an affirma- 
tive character contemplated by the American Government with respect to 
Palestine. 

On May 26, 1943 , 1 sent to Cairo for delivery to the King a message 
from the President voicing his appreciation of the King’s helpful coopera- 
tion and sympathetic understahding. He expressed his complete agreement 
with the King’s policy of silence as being most helpful to the United 
Nations. If, however, the President said, a friendly understanding on 
Palestine should be reached by the interested Jews and Arabs through 
their own efforts before the end of the war, a development of that nature 
would be highly desirable. In any event, he assured the King, it was our 
Government’s view that no decision altering the basic situation of Pales- 
tine should be reached without fully consulting with both Jews and 
Arabs, 

The President felt strongly that, if the Arab and Jewish leaders 
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could be brought together for friendly conversations, they might be able 
to settle their basic differences. In a further message to Ibn Saud in June, 
Mr. Roosevelt said: ‘‘It appears to me highly desirable that the Arabs and 
Jews interested in the question should come to a friendly understanding 
with respect to matters affecting Palestine through their own efforts prior 
to the termination of the war.” 

The following month I instructed Colonel Hoskins, at the Presi- 
dent’s direction, to pay a personal visit to King Ibn Saud and ask him 
whether he would enter into discussions with Dr. Chaim Weizmann or 
some representative selected by the Jewish agency. The President had 
already talked this project over with Dr. Weizmann. The King, whom 
Hoskins saw in August, 1943, refused to see Weizmann, giving *as one of 
several reasons that, despite his position of leadership in the Arab world, 
he could not, without prior consultation, speak for Palestine, much less 
“deliver” Palestine to the Jews, even if he were willing for even an 
instant to consider such a proposal. 

In this connection the President had already invited Ibn Saud to 
come to the United States, hoping that, among other objectives, they 
might be able in personal conversation to solve some of the problems 
connected with Palestine. 

During the spring and summer of 1943, we discussed with the British 
a suggestion by Colonel Hoskins that a joint declaration be issued by the 
United Nations stating that no final decisions regarding Palestine would 
be taken until after the war, and that any postwar decisions would be 
taken only after full consultation with both Arabs and Jews. To these 
points we added another; namely, that, if the interested Jews and Arabs 
found it possible to arrive at a friendly understanding through efforts of 
their own prior to the war’s end, such a development would be extremely 
desirable. The President approved this text, and the British did likewise. 
As a result of objections from the War Department, however, the issuance 
of the statement was postponed, and President Roosevelt and Prime Min- 
ister Churchill decided at the First Quebec Conference, on August 22, 
1943, that the question of the statement should be held in abeyance and 
be discussed further between the two Governments from month to month. 

When Colonel Hoskins returned to the United States from his 
mission to King Ibn Saud, and saw the President on September 27, 1943, 
Mr. Roosevelt said to him that his own thinking leaned toward a wider 
use of the idea of trusteeship for Palestine. He thought Palestine should 
be made a real Holy Land for all three religions, with a Jew, a Christian, 
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and a Moslem as the three responsible trustees. While I was at the Mos- 
cow Conference, the State Department gave serious study to this idea; 
but the impossibility of bringing the Jews and Arabs together on a 
common, friendly ground at that time, and the danger of stirring the 
sands of the Near East by a premature attempt to settle the question of 
Palestine made it wiser to postpone action until a more propitious time. 

Beginning with a conversation I had with British Ambassador Halifax 
on December 13, 1943, we made numerous efforts to induce the British to 
relax the decision they had made in 1939 to terminate immigration of the 
Jews into Palestine after March 31, 1944. On that occasion I said to 
Halifax, who had called at my request, that the United States Govern- 
ment had been exerting itself in every possible way to render all aid and 
relief to the persecuted Jewish people. “The President and I and other 
officials of this Government,” I said, “in the light of our international 
interest in the Jewidi situation, are in earnest sympathy with the Jews’ 
prcposal that immigration into Palestine be extended by the British Gov- 
ernment beyond March 31 and that in every other possible way relief 
and aid be given to the Jewish people.” I mentioned that the only ques- 
tion in my mind was how I could best define the attitude of our Govern- 
ment publicly without seriously embarrassing the British in dealing with 
the military situation in the Near East. 

Following several further conversations I had with Halifax, during 
which he assured me that Ed^ was giving urgent consideration to my 
su^estion, the British stated their intention of continuing immigration 
into Palestine for a certain period after March 31, 1944, inasmuch as the 
immigration quota for the preceding five years lacked being filled by 
about 30,000 immigrants. 

Early in 1944 we were suddenly confronted by an alarming sittiadon 
developing in the Near East as a result of resolutions introduced in the 
Senate and House of Representatives stating that “the United States shall 
use its good offices and take appropriate measiures to the end that the 
doors of Palestine ^all be opened for free entry of Jews into that country, 
and that there shall be full opportimity for colonization so that the Jewish 
pecple may ultimately reconstitute Palestine as a free and democratic 
Jewish' commonwealth.” 

At the State Department we fdt that the passage of these resolutions, 
although not binding on the Executive, m^t precipitate conflict in Pales- 
tine and other parts of the Arab world, endangering American troops and 
requiring the diversion of forces from European and othmr combat areas. 



THE PSOBLESC OF JEWS AND ARABS 


IS3S 

It might prejudice or shatter pending pegotiations with Ibn Saud for the 
construction of a pipeline across Saudi Arabia^ which our military leaders 
felt was of utmost importance to our security. And it would stimulate 
other special interests to press for the introduction of similar resolutions 
regarding controversial territorial issues relating to areas such as Poland 
and Italy, 

The reaction in the Near East to the mere introduction of the resolu- 
tions had been, as we feared, sharply antagonistic. We received protests 
from the Governments of Iraq, Egypt, and Lebanon, from Kang Ibn Saud 
and from Imam Yahya of Yemen. We assured them that the resolutions, 
even if passed, were not binding on the Executive. The President on March 
13 renewed his previous assurances to the King that it was our Govern- 
ment’s view that no decision should be reached changing Palestine’s status 
without full consultation with both Jews and Arabs. The Department sent 
assurances along the same line to the Egyptian Government and to Imam 
Yahya. 

In the latter notes the Department said: Although Palestine is 
primarily a British responsibility, it is the view of the Government of the 
United States that no decision altering the basic situation of Palestine 
should be taken until an appropriate time is reached, and that at such a 
time the Governments responsible for the establishment of peace and the 
noiaintenance of law and justice in the world should come to an equitable 
settlement of all the questions involved, in fuU consultation with both 
Arabs and Jews.” This continued to be our position throughout the re- 
mainder of my period in office. 

We were also considering what steps we could take to induce both 
Houses of Congress not to consider the resolutions. At my request, As- 
sistant Secretary Breckinridge Long met with a group of Senators in 
Senator Connally’s office and orally expressed the Department’s views. I 
had a memorandum drawn up which I intended to give the President to 
be sent to Congress. At that point, however, Secretary of War Stimson 
wrote a letter to Senator Connally in the latter’s capacity as chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Stimson forthrightly pointed 
out that the Senate resolution was a matter of deep military concern to 
the War Department since its passage, or even public hearings on it, would 
be apt to provoke dangerous repercussions in areas where we had many 
vital military interests. General Marshall testified in identical vein before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in executive session. In conse- 
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quence of the position taken by. the State and War Departments, the 
resolutions were not then reported out of the Senate or House committees. 

The apprehensions of the Arabs, however, were further aroused when 
the President gave two Jewish leaders. Dr. Stephen S. Wise and Dr. Abba 
H. Silver, an interview on March 9, 1943. The press reported the Presi- 
dent as having authorized them to announce that “when future decisions 
are reached full justice will be done to those who seek a Jewish National 
Home,” that this Government “has never given its approval to the White 
Paper of 1939,” and that the President was “happy that the doors of 
Fdestine are today open to Jewish refugees.” 

Two days later Minister Kirk in tadio r^rted that he had received 
an inquiry from the Egyptian Prime Minister, Nahas Pa^, r^rd- 
ing this reportedly authorized statement. On March 14 I sent the Presi- 
dent for his approval two proposed replies, one to Kirk in Cairo, the 
other to Minister Loy Henderson in Bagdad. The President approv- 
ing, these went out to Kirk and Henderson, informing them that the 
Zionist leaders’ statements had in fact been authorized by the President 
substantially as reported in the Near East. The Ministers were to point 
out that a Jewish National Home, rather than the Jewish commonwealth 
reiferred to in the Congressional resolutions, _was mentioned in this state- 
ment and that, although the American Government, it was true, had never 
approved the White Paper, our Government, it was also true, had never 
taken a position relative to it. Our Ministers were also to renew assur- 
ances that it was our Government’s view that no decision changing Pales- 
tine’s basic situation should be arrived at without full consultation with 
both Jews and Arabs. 

Prime Minister Nahas Pasha replied that the Arabs were reassured, 
although not entirely, by the clarification of the President’s statement to 
the Zionists. 

In general the President at times talked both ways to Zionists and 
Arabs, besieged as he was by each camp. Rabbis Wise and Silver believed 
that the Preadent had made pledges to them. The State Department 
made no pledges. 

When Under Secretary Stettinius went to London on a survey mis- 
sion in the spring of 1944 , 1 sent Wallace Murray, Chief of the Office of 
Near Eastern and African Affairs, with him to discuss Palestine, among 
other problems, with the British Foreign Office. Murray took with him the 
draft of ,a possible joint statement on Palestine by the two Governments 
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similar to that we had prepared the year before. In London it was agreed, 
however, that the draft should be held in reserve. 

During the Republican and the Democratic conventions in 1944, 
planks were inserted in both platforms urging free immigration into Pales- 
tine and the creation there of a Jewish state. The Iraq Government forth- 
with expressed its deep concern. I sent the President a memorandum on 
July 26, 1944, saying: “I believe that it would be advisable for leaders 
of both parties to refrain from making statements on Palestine during the 
campaign that might tend to arouse the Arabs or upset the precarious 
balance of forces in Palestine itself.” 

Fortunately Palestine did not become an issue in the 1944 campaign. 

As I left office our policy toward Palestine was one of constantly 
being on the alert to prevent that explosive area from touching the match 
to the powder train of the Near East. We could not resolve the questions 
of the relationship of the Jews to the Arabs, the immigration of the Jews 
into Palestine, and the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine since these 
were primarily the responsibility of the British. We had, however, made 
clear our interest in the solution of the Palestine question; we had in- 
duced the British to relax their decision to cut off Jewish immigration into 
Palestine, and we had made serious, albeit unsuccessful, efforts to bring 
the Arabs and Jews together for friendly discussion of their differences. 

At the same time we had been eminently successful, through unre- 
mitting diplomacy, in preventing the already dangerous issue of Palestine 
from embroiling the whole of the Near East and from stirring up the 
Moslems in India. The strategic Near East continued to ’furnish the British 
and ourselves with much needed oil and to serve as the southern gateway 
for supplies to Russia without requiring the dispatch of any troops to 
that area from the vital combat zones in Europe and Africa. It is easy 
to see the serious consequences to the United Nations cause that might 
have followed from any diversion of Allied troops to the Near East be- 
cause of Palestine when the British were thrown back to El Alamein or 
when we and the British were grappling with the Germans in North Africa. 
The effect of such German machinations as led to the uprising in Iraq 
and the British and Free French invasion of Syria would have been multi- 
plied had fighting broken out between Jews and Arabs. 

Palestine was but one facet of the unremitting effort of the State 
Department for over a decade to assist the Jews caught by the unspeak- 
able Nazi persecution. In the 1930’s we had made innumerable representa- 
tions to the Germans and taken concrete steps to evince our condemnation 
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of this persecution and to induce the Nazis to desist. We had likewise 
brought every possible influence to bear on countries adjacent to Germany 
to receive, feed, and clothe the Jews of Germany, and on other countries 
to afford them refuge. This Government took the initiative in creating the 
Inter-Governmental Refugee Committee, of which Myron C. Taylor be- 
came president. In the State Department we began to fill the German, 
Austrian, and later Czech immigration quotas almost entirely with Jews, 
and in addition we issued scores of thousands of visitors^ visas to Jews in 
the hope that after coming to this country they could fimd refuge in other 
countries or could eventually be received here permanently. 

From 1933, when Hitler’s persecution of the Jews began, until I re- 
signed at the end of November, 1944, we took into the United States from 
Germany and Nazi;0ccupied Europe approximately 600,000 persons, 
mostly refugees from persecution for racial, political, or religious reasons. 
In one year alone, that ending in June, 1941, we granted enough visas 
to save 135,000 refugees. We had made special efforts to get out rabbis, 
professors and students in rabbinical colleges, Jewish writers, and others 
who were the light of the Jewish Church. Many came out through Russia 
and went to Japan, where we issued visas for them. 

After the closing of our consulates in Germany and German-occupied 
areas in June, 1941, our efforts to save the Jews became much more 
difficult, and the difficulties increased after Pearl Harbor. We could no 
longer send Americans into Germany to try to induce the Nazi officials 
to permit the Jews to leave. Shipping was much harder to obtain. Finding 
it impossible to issue visas to Jews in German-held countries, we concen- 
trated on granting visas to Jews who escaped from that area into adjacent 
countries. 

In 1942 however, we and people throughout the world were horrified 
to learn that Hitler and his Nazis were inflicting on the Jews the most 
fiendish outrage that savages or demons could commit against human 
beings — ^their inconceivable effort to exterminate utterly the entire Jewidi 
race within their reach. As these menacing developments gradually revealed 
themsdves, the American Government and people, especially the Jewish 
people, gave the most serious attention to the problem of thwarting Hit- 
ler’s designs. We exhausted all efforts authorized by law to grant visas 
or in any feadble way to~ aid in securing the exit of Jews or to assist 
their escape from the Hitler area of savagery. And we officially and em- 
phatically, along with Britain and Russia, called to the attention of the 
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Nazi authorities the condign punishment that would awa.it any of them 
guilty of such atrocities. . 

During the war, with the cooperation of the British, Portuguese, and 
Spanish Governments, and the French National Committee of Liberation 
in North Africa, we got out of Spain some 30,000 refugees who had 
trickled over the Pyrenees to that country. We sought places of refuge 
for them ranging from Madagascar, Cyrenaica, Palestine, and French 
North Africa, to the Dominican Republic and Ecuador. 

President Roosevelt and I had many conferences on the subject of 
Hitler’s attempt to exterminate the Jews. We eagerly studied all ideas and 
information that might be in the least helpful in relieving their inconceiv- 
able situation. 

The inescapable fact was, however, that Jews could not leave Ger- 
man-occupied Europe unless they escaped across borders into neutral 
Spain, Switzerland, or Sweden, or unless the German authorities per- 
mitted them to leave. And the Germans permitted Jews to leave only 
when they were amply paid to do so. We were reluctant to deposit sums 
of money to the credit of the Nazis, even though the deposits were to be 
made in Switzerland, were to be liquidated only after the end of the war, 
and apparently could not be* used by the Nazi leaders. Moreover^ the 
State Department did not have the large amounts of money and the per- 
sonnel needed to carry out a plan of reaching and bribing the German 
officids in charge of the extermination program. 

We also found that the Nazi authorities were sending out intelligence 
agents in the guise of refugees, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
was called upon to handle a number of such cases. We accordingly set 
up a control commission in the Department to screen refugee applications, 
consisting of representatives of the State, War, Navy, and Justice Depart- 
ments, and the President appointed a little group to serve as an appeals 
board from this commission. 

In 1944 the President created the War Refugee Board to handle the 
work of aiding refugees, and the State Department fully cooperated in its 
institution and administration. 

Naturally the more extreme sympathizers in this country, especially 
among the Jews, and some in high positions such as Secretary of the 
Treasury Morgenthau, found grievous fault with the State Department 
and especially with every official handling the refugee problem. It was but 
natural that, in their anguish over the projected extermination of their 
race in Europe, they should feel that even the strenuous efforts' we were 
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malting were inadequate. Nevertheless, it can be safely said that the results 
accomplished by the "State Department, up to the time of the creation 
of the War Refugee Board, at least equalled those of all other countries 
combined, and that some hundreds of thousands of Jews are now alive vyho 
probably would have fallen victim to Hitler’s insane enmity had not the 
Department begun so early and so comprehensively to deal with the 
refugee problem. President Roosevelt at no time complained to me that 
the Department had not done enough. 

Our interest in the establishment of a Jewish national home in Pales- 
tine was paralleled, especially during the war years, by our interest in 
seeing that independence should eventually come to all the Arab countries 
and also by our sympathy with the aspirations of Arab leaders toward the 
creation of an Arab federation. The Arab national movement had begun 
in the nineteenth century in an effort to achieve independence from Tur- 
key, and it had been no little encouraged by the liberal ideas imparted by 
American educators in the Near East. Woodrow Wilson expressed the 
sympathy of this country toward Arab national aspirations by stating in 
the twelfth of his Fourteen Points that “the other nationalities which are 
now under Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life 
and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous development.” 

After the First World War, however, the League mandates granted 
to Britain and France in the Near East seemed to the Arabs a negation 
of their hopes for the independent Arab empire they believed had been 
promised them. Their primary objective in the postwar period became 
the termination of French and British control. They felt that until the 
Arabs both in the mandated areas and in the nominally independent states 
could achieve complete independence, any movement toward unity among 
the various Arab countries was impossible. 

After Iraq became independent in 1932, the Arabs concentrated on 
obtaining independence for the Levantine states of Syria and Lebanon, 
which were under French mandate. France agreed in 1936 to grant inde- 
pendence to these two mandates, but did not carry out her agreement. 

Syria became of keen concern to us in June, 1941, when the British 
and Free French were forced to invade the mandate after finding that the 
Germans, with acquiescence of the Vichy Government, were using it as 
an air base. At that time both the French and the British promised inde- 
pendence to Syria and Lebanon. At the conclusion of the fighting, the 
British expressed their disinterest in the Levant states and acknowledged 
the “predominant” French position there. The Free French General Cat- 
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roux proclaimed Syria independent with certain conditions. We were asked 
to take a position on this question when the British, after officially recog- 
nizing Syrian independence on October 28, 1941? informally urged us to 
do likewise on the ground that such action would bring greater stability 
to the Near East and would also strengthen the position of the Allies in 
the Arab countries. 

We demurred, however, on the grounds that recognition without the 
negotiation of a new treaty might jeopardize the rights we had under the 
1924 treaty with France, guaranteeing us nondiscriminatory treatment in 
Syria and Lebanon; that we were still maintaining relations with the 
Vichy Government; and that the British acknowledgment of France’s 
^^predominant” position and an assertion made by General de Gaulle that 
France had a “preeminent and privileged position” raised serious compli- 
cations. We also suggested that our delay in recognizing the independence 
of Syria might well support British policy since the United States would 
remain in a position to insist on clarification of the special privileges 
sought by the French, whereas the BritiA were precluded from doing so 
by the fact that they had already acknowledged these special privileges. 

General Catroux, the Free French Delegate to the Levant states, 
proclaimed Lebanon independent on November 26, 1941, but emphasized 
that France did not renounce her “tutelary friendship” or privileged posi- 
tion acquired over the centuries. We thereupon issued a public statement 
on November 29, 1941, expressing the sympathy of our Government and 
people with the natural- and legitimate aspirations of the peoples of Syria 
and Lebanon, including the full enjoyment of sovereign independence, 
which we had endorsed in principle in the treaty with France in 1924 
consenting to the French mandate. We added that this treaty guarantee- 
ing American rights must be regarded as continuing in effect until a new 
treaty could be concluded. 

This statement was welcomed by the S3rrian and Lebanese authorities, 
but they, along with the British and Free French, continued to press for 
formal recognition. We thought it wiser, however, to hold such recognition 
in abeyance for the time being, to see how the declarations of independ- 
ence were being implemented. This attitude was amply justified in the 
spring of 1942 when a serious conflict developed between the French and 
the British as a result of the latter’s insistence that elections be held in 
Syria and in Lebanon to choose representatives to replace the handpicked 
appointees placed in power by the French at the time of their “independ- 
ence” proclamations. Relations between General Spears, the British Minis- 
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ter to the Levant states, who was a personal friend of Prime Minister 
Churchill, and General Catroux, the Free French Delegate, deteriorated. 

We sent instructions on April 24 to our Consul General at Beirut, 
Cornelius Van H. Engert, to say to the local British and French com- 
manders, Generals Spears and Catroux, that ou: Government would be 
very glad to assist in any way we could to achieve a better understand- 
ing among the French, the British, and the peoples of the Levant states. 
As the situation worsened, we took the question up with the British For- 
eign Office. 

General de Gaulle, by agreement with Foreign Secretary Eden, went 
to Beirut in August in an effort to clarify the situation. We imme^tely 
began to recdhre reports, iiowever, that his preseuce in the area was having 
exactly the opposite effect. De Gaulle emphatically and repeatedly told 
our Consul at Beirut, William M. Gwynn, who was then in charge, that 
he was determined to bring about an immediate showdown with the Brit- 
i^ in the Levant. He complained that, through General Spears’s inter- 
vention in Levantine internal affairs, the British had broken their promises 
to acknowledge the predominance of the Free French. He said that if the 
British did not agree to remove Spears all collaboration would end. De 
Gaulle was apparently convinced that the British intended to eliminate 
the French from Syria and Lebanon. He told Gwynn that France would, 
when possible, grant indq>endence to the Levant states, but that thi3 
could not be done until the peoples were ready for it, whidi might not be 
for many years. 

I cabled this information to Ambassador Winant in Imndon on Au- 
gust 21, 1942, instructing him to discuss the atuaticm with Eden again. 
I authorized Winant to say that we were unable to support in their en- 
tirety either the Free French or the' Britidi positions, but we could not 
remain indifferent to a dilute that had an important effect on the com- 
mon war effort I said we thought that De Gaulle’s statement that the 
Levant states might not be ready for independence for many years was 
not in harmony with the statements made by the Free French and the 
British just before thQr occupied Syria when, primarily for its propaganda 
value with the Arabs, they had announced t!^t the Allies were bringing 
independence to the two areas, or with the later proclamations by General 
Catroux that the two Levant states had begun an independent existence. 
On the other hand, I said, General Spears seemed to be exceeding the 
functions of a fore^ diplomtic representative. 

I cabled Consul Gwynn at Beirut on the same day to point out to 



THE FEOBLEM OF JEWS AND AEABS 1543 

General de Gaulle our concern, as a country participating in the common 
war effort, that there be scrupulous fulfillment of the assurances that had 
been given the Levant states. If this were not so, we said, the Arab world 
and all peoples asked to believe in our sincerity woiiid feel justifiable 
doubts relative to the assurances given by any of the Allied nations or 
groups. 

We ourselves made a gesture toward encouraging the peoples of 
Syria and Lebanon when, on the recommendation of the State Department, 
the President approved of our giving our Consul General in Beirut the 
additional rank of Diplomatic Agent, a designation reserved for represen- 
tation in semi-sovereign states. Mr. Roosevelt named George Wadsworth, 
a Foreign Service officer, to the new office, the appointment being an- 
noimced on October 2, 1942. 

The British and Free French continued to quarrel over British in- 
sistence that the French live up to the assurances they had given with 
regard to the independence of the Levant states, although relations be- 
came temporarily less strained following an exchange of correspondence 
between Prime Minister Churchill and De Gaulle in the autumn of 1942. 
Finally the French gave in on the question of holding elections, which 
were conducted in July and August, 1943, in Syria and Lebanon, respec- 
tively. Nationalist regimes were elected in both states, and a crisis was 
soon precipitated as the new Governments indicated their intention to 
secure control of the governing powers still exercised by the French. 

In view of the potential gravity of the situation the British handed us 
an aide-mimoire, dated September 10, in which they reiterated their will- 
ingness to recognize France’s “predominant position” in the Levant states. 
They added, moreover, that they would not oppose treaties between the 
Free French authorities and the Syrian and Lebanese authorities if such 
treaties, defining their relationship, were desired by both parties. 

In our reply on October 25 we made it clear that our Government 
“was not a party to the agreements concluded prior to the invasion of the 
Levant states by British and Free French forces in 1941, and is not pre- 
pared to admit that France should enjoy a ^preeminent and privileged 
position’ in Syria and the Lebanon.” However, we added, should the 
French and the Levant states desire to enter into free and voluntary nego- 
tiations, we were in substantial agreement with the British provided that 
the interests of the local populations and of the United States were ade- 
quately safeguarded and that the treaties would only be applied provi- 
sionally pending formal ratification. 
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As it became apparent that the situation was mounting to a climax 
in Lebanon, we instructed Counselor Robert D. Murphy at Algiers on 
November 9, 1943, to advise the appropriate French authorities that the 
United States Government was of the opinion that practical steps should 
be taken to implement the “indqieidence” promised Syria and Lebanon. 
Failure to do so, we said, would cast doubt on the announced principles 
of the United Nations. ' 

Before Murphy could act on these instructions, however, the Frendi 
on November ii arrested the President of Lebanon, Sheik al-Khuri, and 
the Cabinet, and installed a government of their own choosing. Riots 
broke out in Beirut. 

'We immediately sent out two cables, one to Diplomatic Agent Wads- 
worth in Beirut, the other to Murphy in Algiers. We instructed Wads- 
worth to have no official relations with the regime just set up by the 
French. We instructed Murphy urgently to inform the French National 
Committee in Algiers that our Government had learned with surprise of 
the repressive action taken by their authorities in Lebanon. We said it was 
“difficult to understand how the French, whose country is now groaning 
under the heel of the invader, can be unmindful of the aspirations toward 
independence of another people”; that the French action in Lebanon 
“must cast the gravest doubt upon the ^cerity of the avowed declara- 
tions of all the United Nations”; and that the United States Government 
could not “permit itself to be associated in any way with such acts of 
repression.” 

We further said that unless the French National Committee took 
“prompt st^s to restore the duly elected Government of the Lebanese 
Republic and to implement the solemn promises of independence given to 
the Lebanese people” in 1941 in the name of the French National Com- 
mittee, our Government would be “obliged publicly to announce its com- 
plete disapproval of the acts' of the French authorities in the Lebanese 
Republic and to take such further stqps as may appear appropriate.” We 
added that we would take such action with the utmost reluctance but 
that we felt “it would be less detrimental to the united war effort than 
for us by silence to appear to accept a sitmtion which is contrary to the 
^ms and principles for which the liberty-loving nations are fighting.” 

We repeated this telegram to London, Beirut, and Cairo, for the 
information of the appropriate authoriti^, and used it as the basis of 
our replies to protests over the French action we received from the Egyp- 
tian, Iraq, Syrian, and Saudi Arabian Governments. 
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I kept President Roosevelt, who was on his way to Cairo, informed 
of the situation, and he discussed it with Prime Minister Churchill, whose 
Government was taking a strong position similar to ours. I received a 
message from the President on November 20 saying: “I think we should 
back up the British position in Lebanon and try to make it even more 
positive.” 

The British, who commanded the defense forces in Lebanon, in- 
formed the French National Committee that they would declare martial 
law unless the duly elected Lebanese Government were reinstated by 
November 22. The French at first tried to compromise by reinstating only 
the President and not the Cabinet, but the British and we continued to 
insist on the reinstatement of the entire Lebanese Government. The French 
thereupon gave in, and the crisis — a crisis not only for the Near East, but 
for relations with the French National Committee and for the principles 
of the United Nations — ended. We issued a press release on November 26 
noting with approval the remedial action taken by the French National 
Committee and expressing ‘‘the earnest hope of this Government that 
friendly negotiations can now proceed in an atmosphere of good will on 
both sides for the solution of the underlying issue of the independence of 
the Levant states.” 

In December, 1943, General Catroux concluded a series of informal 
accords with the Syrian and Lebanese Governments providing for the 
transfer to them of the powers formerly exercised by the French in their 
joint behalf. In succeeding months these accords were gradually given 
practical application, and in August, 1944, we concluded that the Govern- 
ments of Syria and Lebanon could now be considered representative, 
effectively independent, and in a position satisfactorily to fulfill their 
international obligations and responsibilities. Thereupon, with the Presi- 
dent’s approval, we informed the Governm^ts of Lebanon and Syria on 
September 7, 1944, that we were prepared to extend full and unconditional 
recognition of their independence and to exchange Ministers with them 
upon receipt from them of written assurances that the existing rights of 
the United States ^and its nationals (embracing nondiscriminatory treat- 
ment) would be fidly recognized. The Syrian and Lebanese Governments 
having given these assurances, the President nominated George Wads- 
worth as our first Minister to those countries. In a public statement on 
September 19, 1944, 1 said: 

am confident that the free nations of Syria and Lebanon will play 
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a hdpful part in the cooperative task of international peace smd progress 
which lies before us.” 

At that moment the French were pressmg the Levant Governments 
for the conclusion of treaties of alliance with France. We received reports 
that the French desired that recognition be given to a “special position” for 
France in Syria and Lebanon, and that the Syrian and Lebanese Govem' 
ments were resisting this pressure. We accordingly informed the French 
National Committee, in a memorandum of October $, 1944, that our 
Government could “not agree that France or French nationals should 
ejjoy discriminatory privileges in independent Syria and Lebanon.” Sub- 
sequently in a telegram to Wadsworth we took the position that, while 
we would not approve a treaty under which France or her nationals ob- 
tained discriminatcay privileges, we were of the opinion that it would be 
well for those Governments to condder seriously the arguments the British 
had made m favor oi negotiaticms between them and France, particularly 
the desirability of obtaining formal and clear confirmation by the French 
of the independence of S}nria and Lebanon before the withdrawal of Bridsh 
forces by reason of the favorable progress of the war. 

As Syria and Lebanon took long but troubled steps toward indq)end' 
ence, the movement toward a Pan Arab Federation in the Near East 
gathered imoetus. Foreign Secretary Eden had declared to the House of 
Commons on February 24, 1943, that the British Government would view 
with sympathy any move among the Arabs to promote their economic, 
cultural, or political unity. Eden said, however, that the initiative wotdd 
dearly have to come from the Arabs themselves, and that, so far as he 
was aware, no such scheme which would command general approval had 
yet been worked out. 

This declaration induced Nuri Pasha, Prime Minister of Iraq, to 
write Nahas Pasha, Prime Minister of 'Egypt, urging the latter to take 
the iniriative in calling an Arab congress. Nahas Pasha soon began a series 
of individual conferences with representatives of Iraq, Trans-Jordan, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Lebanon, and the Yemen, regarding an Arab union, 
preliminary tO convening an Arab congress. 

It was during this series of conferences that our Government stated 
its sympathetic attitude toward the formation of an Arab union or fedoa- 
tion. The Saudi Arabian representative, while conferring with Prime 
Minister Nahas Pasha, addressed a quey to Minister Kirk in Cairo to 
learn the attitude of the United States Government toward an Arab union. 
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On October 26, 1943, the Department (I was then in Moscow) replied, in 
paraphrase: 

“This Government desires to see the independent countries of the 
Near East retain their freedom and strengthen their economic and social 
condition, and fully sympathizes with the aspirations of other Near East- 
ern countries for complete liberty. 

“If the peoples of the Near East should find it advantageous to unite 
of their own free will, it naturally follows from this Government’s basic 
attitude that such a development would be viewed with sympathy, always 
on the imderstanding that it should take place in accordance with the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter and in harmony with the declarations 
of Secretary Hull, notably those of July 23, 1942, and September 12, 1943. 

“It is realized that the countries concerned will shape their own deci- 
sion, but it seems to this Government that the events and problems of 
the war years have shown that the Near Eastern countries need greater 
strength in the economic, social, and cultural domains, and that first 
steps toward unity might well have these ends in view.” 

We repeated this reply to our diplomatic missions in the Arabic- 
speaking countries for their information. 

Our attitude, therefore, was that we fully favored the concept of an 
Arab federation, but we took the realistic view that the Near Eastern 
countries should move toward this objective gradually and should take 
the first steps in the economic, social, and cultural fields before proceeding 
to political federation. 

When the convening of a preliminary Arab conference was under 
discussion in July, 1944, the Saudi Arabian Government again sought our 
Government’s views. We replied in substantially the same terms as in 
October, 1943. We also referred, however, to the position we had taken 
on the Palestine question in March since this question obviously would 
have to be solved before any true Arab unity could be achieved. 

As I left office, I entertained the strong hope that the Arab states of 
the Near East would soon begin to take the economic, social, and cultural 
Steps we believed necessary as an approach toward political unity, that 
they would be able to compose the conflicting ambitions of various of their 
leaders, and that, not too many years after the. conclusion of the war, 
they would be able to bring stability, unity, and economic development 
to that historic comer of the world. 
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PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT aftd I believed almost from the 
time of Mussolini^s declaration of war against the United States, four 
days after Pearl Harbor, that we should draw a distinction between the 
Italians on the one hand and the Germans and Japanese on the other. In 
the discussions I had with the President on this subject in 1942 we reached 
two conclusions. The first was that Americans had always been friendly 
with the Italians, despite our opposition to the Fascist regime, and that 
Mussolini had led the people of Italy into an unpopular war without in 
the slightest consulting them. The other was that it might be possible to 
withdraw Italy from the war before the surrender of Germany and Japan, 
and that this withdrawal would in fact hasten that surrender. Italy’s re- 
tirement, we felt, would be accelerated if we were to adopt an attitude 
toward the Italians different from that toward the Germans and the Japa- 
nese. 

In consequence of this position, Attorney General Biddle announced 
on Columbus Day, October 12, 1942, that Italian aliens in the United 
States would no longer be classed as “alien enemies.” The following day 
Assistant Secretary of State Berk, recalling in a public address the pledge 
in the Atlantic Charter that all peoples had the right to choose the form 
of government under which they would live, said that this pledge would 
be redeemed when Italy had rid herself of her Fascist government. He 
said that no punitive peace for Italy was envisaged, and that Americans 
did not desire to destroy Italy as a nation. 

Three years of war, punctuated by defeat after defeat, which reached 
a climax with the Western Allies in full possession of Italy’s African pos- 
sessions and Sicily and about to put foot on the Italian mainland, brought 
the Italians to the end of their resistance. After exchanges of telegrams, 
in which the State Department took part, President Roosevelt and Prime 
Minister Churchill agreed on a joint message to the Italian people which 
they made public on July 16, 1945. In this they stated: “The sole hope for 
Italy’s survival lies in honorable capitulation to the overwhelming power 
of the military forces of the United Nations. If you continue to tolerate 
the Fascist regime which serves the evil power of the Nazis, you must 
suffer the consequences of your own choice.” 

Nine days later Mussolini resigned, and Eling Victor Emmanuel III 
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entrusted the Government to Marshal Pietro Badoglio. On July 31 I sent 
the President a memorandum suggesting that, since it was obvious that 
the Soviet Government was becoming concerned over the Italian situation, 
a joint Anglo-American message should be sent to that Government in- 
forming it of developments and asking for any suggestions the Russians 
might care to offer. I attached a draft of a message which stated that this 
Government continued to share the view that it was essential that the 
United States, British, and Soviet Governments keep one another fully 
informed regarding military and political developments in the various 
areas in which their respective armed forces were operating. 

The President agreed to this approach. 

During the following weeks negotiations for surrender were conducted 
in Lisbon between representatives of the Anglo-American Combined Chiefs 
of Staff and representatives of Marshal Badoglio. The State Department 
had little share in these discussions, which were of a military nature. We 
saw to it that the Russians were kept informed of the terms of surrender, 
and tile British did likewise. On August 28 Admiral Standley, our Am- 
bassador in Moscow, cabled us that the Soviet Government approved the 
terms and empowered General Eisenhower to sign on their behalf, a special 
representative of the Soviet Government not bdng required in this in- 
stance. 

On the same day I sent the full draft instrument of surrender and a 
summary outline to the Governments of Russia, the British Dominions, 
Brazil, Ethiopia, Greece, and Yugoslavia and to the French Committee of 
National Liberation, The Greek Government had informed us of its in- 
terest in two regions then occupied by Italian forces — Epirus and the 
Dodecanese Islands — ^but, with the approval of the President, I informed 
Greek Ambassador Cimon P. Diamantopoulos on September 15 that it 
was the policy of this Government that territorial questions be left for 
settlement until after the war. 

A plenipotentiary of Marshal Badoglio signed the terms of sur- 
render in Sicily on September 3, and Eisenhower and Badoglio announced 
them on“ September 8, the day they became effective. Two days later 
President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill sent a joint message 
to Marshal Badoglio and the Italian people urging them to strike hard 
alongside their American and British friends to drive the Germans out of 
Italy. 

During the discussions between the British and ourselves on the terms 
of surrender for Italy, which were drawn up by the Combined Civil 
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Mairs Committee of the Anglo-American Combined Chiefs of Staff in 
Washington, a basic cleavage of opinion had developed over the itatus 
of the Italian Crown and the Badoglio Government. The British had 
strenuously objected to American proposals to limit the scope and dura- 
tion of authority of the Badoglio Government and to suspend the power 
of the Crown in Italy. This cleavage later became deeper, and more 
pronounced. 

I myself was not at all sympathetic to the idea of keeping King 
Victor Emmanuel on the throne. He had, to all intents and purposes, gone 
along with Mussolini. We had hoped that the King would keep Mussolini 
from going to war, but he had done nothing, possibly because he could do 
nothing. In any event, his name had been associated with that of Musso- 
lini in ali g nin g Italy militarily with Germany against Britain and France, 
and later against Russia, and still later with Germany and Japan against 
the United States. I felt that Italy was virtually without a chief of state 
after the King had diminished himself and his position to such an extent. 

As for Badoglio, he was the appointee of a King with whom we had 
no sympathy. He was adequate for the purpose of signing the terms of 
surrender, but I did not consider him adequate for the purpose of govern- 
ing Italy. I felt that, as soon as feasible, the people of Italy, represented 
by the parties in opposition to Fas^m, ^ould be permitted to express 
their choice of the form and personnel of the Government they wanted. 

As I talked over these ideas with the President, I found he was fully 
of the same opinion. 

The British, on the other hand, and Prime Minister Chiurchill in par- 
ticular, would have been glad to see the Italian royal family continue its 
rule. They wanted the royal family k^t in power at least temporarily, 
but with the idea in mind that during this temporary period ^ King 
could strengthen his position and render bis rule or that of his family 
permanent. 

1 smt a tel^am on September 22 to Robert D. Murphy, the State 
Department representative on General Eisenhower’s staff, giving him and 
Eisenhower the President’s and my thoughts on the poliqr he should carry 
out with respect to Italy and the Italism Government. This stated that 
Eisenhower should make recommendations from time to time to lighten 
the provisions of the Italian armistice in order to permit the Italians to 
wage war against Germany within the limit of their capacities. If the then 
Government of Italy declared war on Germany it would be permittoi to 
cany on as the Government of Italy and treated as a cobelligerent. It 
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had to be clearly understood, however, that these concessions were not in 
any way to prejudice the untrammeled right of the Italian people to 
decide on the form of government they would eventually have. And no 
final form of government for Italy would be decided upon until the Ger- 
mans were driven from Italian territory. Finally, Eisenhower should 
encourage the vigorous use of Italian armed forces against Germany. 

On October 13, 1943, the Italian Government declared war pn Ger- 
many. Badoglio’s proclamation to this effect, in the name of the King, 
stated that the Government he headed would shortly be completed, and 
that representatives of every political party would be asked to participate 
so that it might be a truly democratic Government. This arrangement, he 
said, would in no way impair the untrammeled right of the Italian people 
to choose their own form of democratic government when peace was re- 
stored. On the same day, Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin issued a joint 
statement accepting:. Italy as a cobelligerent. 

At that time I was en route to the Moscow Conference. I have already 
recoimted how, at that conference, Molotov, Eden, and I agreed upon a 
policy to restore democratic institutions andT)ractices in Italy. We like- 
wise agreed to establish the Advisory Council for Italy, consisting of 
representatives of the Governments of Great Britain, the United States, 
the Soviet Union, Greece, ajid Yugoslavia, and the French Committee of 
National Liberation. The Council provided a channel for the expression 
of United Nations policy toward Italy, and made recommendations . 
concerning this policy to the Allied Commander-in-Chief in Italy, General 
Sir Henry Maitland Wilson. Those United Nations who were not actively 
taking part in the fighting in Italy but who had an interest in Italian 
affairs were allowed a voice in Allied policy in Italy through the Advisory 
Council. 

As I returned from the Moscow Conference on November 10, Marshal 
Badoglio was having difficulty incorporating the other political parties 
into his Government as he had promised in his October 13 proclamation. 
Generally they did not relish serving under the King; they thought he 
should abdicate; and they did not consider * Badoglio himself a shining 
emblem of democracy. 

The center of this opposition to the King was Carlo Sforza, who had 
been Italian Foreign Minister prior to the advent of Mussolini to power. 
He had spent some years in the United States lecturing and writing, and 
was the acknowledged leader of Italian anti-Fascists in North and South 
America. Sforza came to see me on August 16 and expressed his desire to 
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return to Italy, Following an exchange of letters he had with Assistant 
Secretary of State Berle, in which he agreed to support Marshal Badoglio 
or any other Italian Government acceptable to the United Nations in 
fighting against Germany, our Government aided his return to Italy. 
Passing through London en route to Italy, Sforza had luncheon with 
Prime Minister Churchill and repeated to him the same promise. 

After Sforza returned to Italy and consulted other anti-Fascist 
leaders, he balked at the prospect of entering an Italian Government as 
long as Victor Emmanuel remained on the throne. Both the King and 
Badoglio sought personally to induce him to enter their Government, but 
he refused. He drew up papers of abdication for the King^s signature, 
naming the Prince of Naples, the King^s grandson, as his successor, with 
Badoglio as Regent. These would have passed over the King’s son, Prince 
Humbert of Piedmont, who seemed as unacceptable as his father to the 
anti-Fascist parties. The King refused to sign. 

Generally we in Washington thought Sforza’s formula a happy 
solution. The British, however, thought otherwise. We took a less serious 
view of the consequences of abdication than the British, who felt that so 
fundamental a decision should not be made at that time. 

In November, 1943, when the Italian political situation was critical, 
General Eisenhower recommended a compromise solution to which the 
President agreed. This was that, if the King failed to form a liberal Gov- 
ernment but refused to abdicate, the existing arrangement with the King 
and Badoglio should continue until Rome was in Allied hands. Eisen* 
lower made this recommendation, believing that the occupation of Rome 
was imminent. 

Following the Allied landing at Anzio, I cabled the acting American 
representative on the Advisory Council for Italy, G. Frederick Reinhardt, 
on January 25, 1944, the thoughts of the President, my associates, and 
myself concerning the Italian situation. I said that the State Department 
had concluded that there should be no further delay in reorganizing the 
Italian Government on a broad political basis, and that liberal forces in 
Italy should be allowed to proceed at once to set up a representative 
Italian regime to function until the full liberation of the country. 

We had also concluded, I said, that no political reconstruction under 
King Victor Emmanuel was possible. We believed he would never abdicate 
'of his own free will, and that the longer his abdication was postponed the 
more difficult it would be to bring it about. We were definitely opposed to 
the King’s return to Rome, believing that his arrival there would 
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Strengthen his determination to remain on the throne. Nevertheless, I said, 
it was not our intention to go into the constitutional question of the 
monarchy as an institution and form of" government; in line with our 
announced policy, that question should be left to the determination of the 
Italian people when Italy was freed of the Germans, 

We had also communicated this position to the British. Mr. Churchill, 
however, did not like it. On January 23 he cabled the President urging 
that we should hold on to Badoglio and the King until we could be sure 
of something better and more effective for our purpose, and do nothing to 
weaken them in the interval. On the contrary, he said, should we become 
masters of Rome in the near future the early return of Badoglio and the 
King to the capital would be beneficial. He thought that, after Rome was 
occupied, we could at leisure survey the scene and see what other alterna- 
tives were in sight. 

The same month the British and we stated there was no objection 
on our part to the return from Russia to Italy of Palmiro Togliatti, alias 
Ercole Ercoli, the leading Italian Communist who had spent many years 
in Russia and had risen to a high position in the Communist Interna- 
tional. We stated, however, that this had to be agreeable to the Italian 
Government and to Allied Forces Headquarters at Algiers, Togliatti 
went to Italy soon thereafter. 

The expectation of Allied military authorities that Rome would soon 
be occupied proved vain. The Germans established a strong defensive line 
between Naples and Rome and also contained our landing at Anzio. 
Moreover, Allied troops were already being diverted from the Mediter- 
ranean theater to the British Isles for the landing in Normandy. 

At the beginning of February, Mr. Churdiill cabled the President 
that he was much concerned at any attempt to work with Sforza and the 
Italian Junta at this critical moment in the battle. He accused Sforza of 
having completely broken his undertaking to support the Badoglio Gov- 
ernment, and asked that no decisions be taken without Britain being 
consulted and without the President and the Prime Minister trying to 
reach agreement. He believed we were in for a very heavy struggle on the 
Italian front, 

T talked the situation over with British Ambassador Lord Halifax 
on February 9 and informed him that, when the State Department recom- 
mended that the King not be permitted to go to Rome but that considera- 
tion be given to other elements in the political situation, it appeared that 
the Allied Armies would be in Rome within a few days, whereas it now 
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appeared that they would not be there for some time to come. I said that 
the application of our attitude toward the King was not of the same 
urgency as it had appeared a short time before. 

Later in the day I discussed the matter with the President in the 
same vein. Accordingly he sent me a memorandum on February lo, 
saying: “Please take such action as is n^essary and feasible in the De- 
partment of State to insure that no effort is made by the United States 
Government to effect any change in the existing Government of Italy at 
the present time, and until our military situation in the Italian campaign 
is sufficiently improved to warrant risking disaffection of those Italians 
who are now assisting the Allied Armies.'’ 

I had left Washington that morning for a short vacation, and 
Stettinius communicated this to our representatives in Italy. 

The Executive Junta of the six opposition parties in Italy, however, 
formally requested Allied support for its program of obtaining the^ King's 
abdication and preparing the formation of a Government with full powers 
to govern until general elections could be held after the liberation of all 
Italy. The Supreme Allied Commander for the Mediterranean theater, 
General Wilson, recommended support of this program. 

American concurrence in this recommendation was submitted to the 
British members of the Combined Civil Affairs Committee of the Com- 
bined Chiefs of Staff on February 23. Our agreed position was that Gen- 
eral Wilson should be authorized to inform the Junta that their program 
would have Allied support; to confirm that support to the King if neces- 
sary; and so to inform the members of the Advisory Council. 

British concurrence, however, was never given. A few days later, on 
February 29, Prime Minister Churchill publicly stated to the House of 
Commons that Britain opposed any change in the Italian Government at 
present. This statement received an adverse reaction from all the anti- 
Fascist parties in Italy and was construed by them as a negative Allied 
reply to the Junta's proposal. We hastened to state to our representatives 
in Italy on March 2 that the Prime Minister's statement was not to be 
considered as a reply to the Junta, that the subject was still being con- 
sidered by the Combined Chiefs of Staff, and that only from them could 
come any agreed Allied reply. 

We had already stated our attitude directly to Marshal Badoglio in 
a letter from the President dated February 21, which was drafted in the 
State Department. This answered a letter to the President from Badoglio 
m which the latter pleaded that Italy be given full status as an ally. The 



ITALY: ENEMY ANP FRIEND 


ISSS 

President rejected this appeal “until the Government of Italy can also 
include the articulate political groups of anti-Fascist liberal elements.*^ 
He referred to the existing plan “for the reconstruction of the Italian 
Government on a broad political basis as soon as the present critical mili- 
tary situation will permit and not later than the liberation of Rome.” 

That same day the King, up to that moment stubbornly determined 
to prolong himself on the throne regardless of the political turmoil his 
decision was producing, weakened. He informed British General MacFar- 
lane, chief of the Allied ControJ Commission fot Italy, that, since his posi- 
tion had become almost untenable “because the Allies had permitted him 
to be openly discredited and attacked through the Psychological Warfare 
Board and lax censorship,” he proposed to nominate Crown Prince Hum- 
bert as his lieutenant with full powers as soon as Rome was reached, and 
to make an announcement to that effect immediately. He did not, how- 
ever, carry out this latter intention. 

During March the President and Prime Minister Churchill exchanged 
numerous cables seeking in vain to compose the divergent American and 
British viewpoints. On March 7 the President reiterated to Mr. Churchill 
our view that liberal groups must be brought into the Italian Government 
-at the earliest opportunity. The following day the Prime Minister gave 
the President his opinion that it would be a serious mistake “to yield to 
agitation, especially when accompanied by threats on the part of groups 
of politicians who are seeking office,” and that action should be post- 
poned until the battle had been gained, or, best of all, until Rome had 
been taken. 

The political situation in Italy was deteriorating, however, to the 
disadvantage of the Allied war effort, and the President cabled the Prime 
Minister on 'March 8 asking for his suggestions as to how it could be 
remedied in a way acceptable to the British. Five days later the President 
cabled again, urging action on the basis of the plan approved both here 
and by the Allied commander in Italy and his British and American 
advisers. The Prime Minister replied on March 15 that the six anti-Fascist 
parties were not representative of Italy or Italian democracy and that they 
could not now replace the existing Italian Government, which had “loyally 
and effectively” worked in- our interests, but that the question of timing 
would,*of course, have to be reviewed if the capture of Rome were unduly 
delayed. He said the War Cabinet felt that nothing could be worse for 
our joint interests and for the future of Italy than'to set up a weak demo- 
cratic Government which “flopped.” 
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In his cables the Prime Minister pointed out that Britain had suf- 
fered 232,000 casualties in her war with Italy which had lasted since June, 
1940, as well as extensive ship losses. He therefore felt that his views to- 
ward Italy should receive the President's consideration. He pleaded that 
the divergence which had risen between the two Governments be kept 
quiet. 

The President cabled Mr. Churchill on March 17, agreeing that the 
divergence of views should not be divulged ‘‘particularly at this time,” but 
saying that the situation should be carefully watched and the matter be 
kept continually before the Advisory Council for Italy. 

Suddenly, while these numerous exchanges of cables between the 
President and the Prime Minister were occurring, the Soviet Government 
out of a clear sky announced that it was exchanging diplomatic representa- 
tives with the Badoglio Government, Simultaneously the Communist Party 
in Italy deserted the six-party front and declared its support of the King 
and Badoglio. 

This unilateral action, taken without advance consultation with the 
British or ourselves, was highly disconcerting. It tended to undermine the 
authority of the Advisory Council for Italy through which the United 
Nations carried on relations with the Badoglio Government. Neither the 
British nor ourselves had diplomatic representatives accredited to that 
Government. 

I instructed Ambassador Harriman in Moscow on March 16 to see 
Molotov and explain to him that all the complicated machinery of control 
for Allied government in Italy was designed to support and secure the 
supreme authority of the Allied Command, and that any development out- 
side the established machinery of control over Italian administration, 
economy, and resources must be brought into relationship with the Allied 
military authorities responsible for that major theater of operations. 

I added that at the Moscow Conference the United States and Great 
Britain, in accordance with Soviet desires, had welcomed and agreed to 
full Soviet participation in all matters of policy with regard to Italy. The 
Moscow Conference had thus established the principle of Allied as against 
individual approach to particular questions in the liberated areas of Italy, 
including relations with the Italian Government. Up to the present time, 
I said, the Soviet Government had given us no indication that these ar- 
rangements were in any way unsatisfactory, and it was a fact that the 
Soviet representatives "on the Advisory Council and on the Control Com- 
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mission were afforded means of contact with the Italian authorities identi- 
cal to those enjoyed by the British and American representatives. 

In conclusion I pointed out that the supreme responsibility for mat- 
ters relating to the Italian theater continued to be vested in the Allied 
Commander-in-Chief, and that no special arrangement between the Italian 
Government and one of the Allied Governments could modify in the 
slightest degree that responsibility. 

We informed Badoglio, moreover, that the Italian Government was 
not entitled to make any arrangements with any foreign Power, whether 
Allied or neutral, without the consent of the Supreme Allied Commander. 

Molotov sought to justify the Soviet action on the ground that Russia 
had not been sufficiently consulted concerning developments in Italy — this 
despite the fact thkt we had made every effort to keep Russia thoroughly 
informed. 

I instructed Ambassador Harriman on March 24 to say to Molotov 
that we expected that, during the period of our active military operations 
against Germany, any further developments in the relations of the Soviet 
Union with Italy would be referred to the Advisory Council for considera- 
tion and appropriate action. 

The President and Prime Minister Churchill had agreed in their early 
discussions concerning Italy that, the Mediterranean being in general a 
British theatei of operations, Britain should have the major degree of 
control in Italy. This applied to the command of the military operations 
there and also to the conduct of the Allied Control Commission and Allied 
Military Government. The British occupied most of the key posts in the 
military command and in civil affairs^ 

Nevertheless, when Badoglio, in a conversation with Samuel Reber, 
our political adviser on the Allied Control Commission, expressed his 
regret on March 22, 1944, at what seemed to him a decision by the United 
States Government to “pull out of” the Mediterranean, both politically 
and militarily, leaving the dominant role to others, I took sharp excep- 
tion to' his statement. I cabled Reber on April 3 that, if any suggestion 
came up that we were “pulling out,” he should state that the policy of this 
Government had undergone no change whatever from the time we under- 
took the campaign in Italy with the Anglo-American landing in Sicily. 
We had, I added, just as much interest as before in the Italian situation, 
and we had just as much hope that Italy would be restored to the family 
of nations and that the Italian people would, as soon as military exigen- 
cies permitted, be free to choose their own leaders and Government. 
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Since the President and the Prime Minister were unable in their ex- 
changes of telegrams to resolve the differences between our two Govern- 
ments over whether and when the Italian Government should change or 
the King go out, I instructed the acting American representative on the 
Advisory Council, G. Frederick Reinhardt, on March 24, to place the 
question on the Council’s agenda to be worked out by that body. 

The British Embassy had left with us an atde-m 6 moire on March 6 
containing Eden’s suggestion that both Governments watch developments 
without declaring for any solution, and that the Combined Chiefs of Staff 
inform General Wilson to this effect. In reply we referred to a statement 
by the President in his telegram to Mr. Churchill on March 13 when he 
said he had not at any time intended to convey to the Prime Minister his 
agreement that all political decisions should be postponed until after Rome 
had been taken. We stated that this Government favored the proposal 
presented by the Junta of the Italian anti-Fascist parties involving the 
abdication of the King and the delegation of all or some of the royal 
powers to a lieutenant. We desired an immediate solution along these lines. 
The mere policy of preserving the status quo imtil after the liberation of 
Rome favored the position of one group, and we could not avoid the re- 
sponsibility of supporting one of the various solutions. We said we were 
opposed to a policy calculated to suppress normal political activity in 
those areas of Italy restored to Italian administration. 

As a result of our initiative, the Advisory Council began a discussion 
of the question of the Italian Government. Since the King’s stubborn de- 
termination to keep his throne still seemed to be the major obstacle, the 
American representative, Robert D. Murphy, obtained the agreement of 
his British colleagues that he should inform the King personally and un- 
equivocally that the time had come for him to retire. 

Murphy saw the King on April 10 and demanded his acceptance by 
the following day. Apparently relying on the support of the Italian Com- 
mimist Party, the King refused to go further than announce his intention 
to withdraw in favor of Crown Prince Humbert after Rome was occupied. 
The British representative would not agree to press the matter further, 
and Murphy therefore consented to the formula which the King an- 
nounced on April 12. The Soviet representative had no part in this 
demarche, but he was kept fully informed, and the Soviet Government 
went along with it. 

The Executive Junta of the opposition parties decided on April 16 
to accept the King’s plan and to enter imihediately a new Government 
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composed almost entirely of the representatives of the six anti-Fascist 
parties. The new broad-based Government under the premiership of Ba- 
doglio was announced on April 21, and for the first time in two decades 
that part of Italy which had been liberated from German and Fascist 
domination had a truly representative Government. 

At this time Marshal Badoglio sent the President a personal letter 
asking for ^^a full reexamination of the very harsh terms made to us six 
months ago” with a view to Italy’s transition from cobelligerency to alli- 
ance. He made the same request of the British. 

For three months we had been exchanging cables with the British 
on the subject of an Italian Government request of December 27, 1943, 
that it be permitted to make formal announcement of its desire to adhere 
to the principles of the Atlantic Charter. We saw no objection to this wish, 
but the British were opposed. Finally, British Ambassador Halifax came 
to see me on March 31 and handed me a memorandum from his Govern- 
ment sustaining the British position and pointing out that it would be 
most inexpedient to take any action that would give even the appearance 
of creating an obligation to maintain Italian territories intact. The matter 
rested in abeyance. 

The British now made known to us on April 20 their views concerning 
Italy’s plea for the status of an ally. The British felt that, while Italy’s 
position as a cobelligerent entitled her to better treatment than as merely 
a defeated enemy, she must not forget her position as a defeated enemy 
nor claim the privileges of an ally. The greater the concessions now made, 
they thought, the more difficult would it be to impose such sanctions as 
the Allies might wish when all Italy had been freed, and at the end of the 
war. The British said they planned to seek Soviet agreement to a positive 
stand that Allied status for Italy could not be considered at the time, but 
before drafting the note they asked that we coordinate our views. 

We agreed with this position, and so informed the British. I cabled 
Murphy on April 29 that, should the matter be raised in the Advisory 
Council, he should make it clear that the Department had no intention 
of agreeing to Allied status for Italy, 

Since agitation for Allied status continued, I cabled Murphy again on 
May 16, stating that the plight of Italy had the full sympathy of the 
Department and that this Government should take with the Allies all 
feasible steps to strengthen the new Italian Government and assure its 
position until Rome was reached. Nevertheless, I added, the Department 
considered it premature to raise the question of Allied status. This was not 
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only because of the far-reaching consequences this would have toward 
breaking down the entire machinery of the Allied Control Commission and 
the armistice terms far in advance of the date when Italy, as a defeated 
Power, would inevitably sign a peace treaty, but also because of the un- 
favorable impact it would have on the Yugoslavs, the Greeks, and the 
French, sufferers from Italy’s aggression. 

The Allied armies were now in full campaign to capture Rome. For 
eighteen months the question of whether Rome might be preserved from 
bombing had been a subject for diplomatic exchanges among ourselves, 
the British, and the Vatican. The British, whose capital, London, had been 
bombed by Italian planes, did not wish to renounce the possibility of 
bombing the Italian capital. 

Myron Taylor, the President’s representative to the Vatican, had 
suggested to Mr. Roosevelt on November 30, 1942, that this Government 
adopt an independent course. The President asked me the following day 
to prepare a reply. I sent the President a memorandum on December 3, 
stating my own view that it would be inadvisable for us to adopt an 
independent course from that of our principal associate in the war. “It 
seems to me,” I said, “that if we disagree with the policy of the British 
Government in regard to the bombing in Italy, we should communicate 
with them and endeavor to reach a meeting of minds and a common 
policy.” 

The President replied to Taylor in this sense. 

The Apostolic Delegate in the United States, Archbishop Cicognani, 
left a memorandum with Assistant Secretary Berle on December 4, re- 
questing this Government to use its good offices so that the Pope might 
be assured, at least informally and confidentially, that Vatican City and 
the city of Rome might be spared the horrors of aerial bombardment. 
Taylor sent the President on December 17 a further message from the 
Vatican stating that the Vatican had undertaken negotiations with the, 
Italian Government to remove Axis military installations from the Eternal 
City, and that the Italian Government had given on December 13 oral 
assurances that the Supreme Command and the General Staff, together 
with Premier Mussolini, were about to leave Rome. 

The day following this memorandum from Taylor to the President, 
Mr, Roosevelt sent me a note, dated December 18, in whkh he said: 

“I really think that England and the United States could agree not 
to bomb Rome on condition that the city itself, outside of the Vatican, 
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be not used in any shape, manner, or form either by the Germans or the 
Italians for war purposes. 

“I understand that today most of the Italian Departments have left 
Rome with their civil and military personnel, but that Germans, who are 
of course all military, are using Rome as central headquarters. 

^‘I should think that we might consider that it is up to the Vatican 
itself to propose that Rome be demilitarized. If that is accomplished, there 
is no reason for us to bomb it.*^ 

British Ambassador Halifax took up with me on December 21 the 
question of stating certain conditions which, if carried out, would relieve 
Rome of the risk of being bombed. These included the removal of the 
Italian Government and all German organizations from the Rome area 
within a certain time limit, the removal to be verified by Swiss officials. 

“This Government,” I replied, “has been approaching the matter the 
other way around, so to speak. Instead of presenting what is really an 
ultimatum as to the evacuation from Rome of all military agencies, in- 
cluding the King, the German officials and others, this Government feels, 
and has so indicated to the Vatican and others, that we do not want to 
bomb Rome or see it bombed. At the same time we have inquired why 
Italians and those at the Vatican who do not want Rome bombed are not 
proceeding to cause objectionable military agencies, properties, and inter- 
ests to be cleared out of Rome before making pointed and unqualified 
requests that Rome be not bombed.” 

I said we were also calling attention to the fact that many of the 
United Nations, like Britain, had been and were being bombed to the 
limit of endurance in the most inhuman, uncivilized, and unauthorized 
manner. 

“Instead of an ultimatum in effect,” I concluded, “this Government 
prefers to keep alive all its rights with respect to the possible bombing of 
Rome and in the meantime from week to week inquire of those opposing 
such bombing why they are not more fully and actively paving the way 
for their objective by causing a removal from Rome of objectionable inter- 
ests and agencies.” 

1 also had the British Embassy informed, through Ray Atherton, 
Chief of the Division of European Affairs, that we doubted whether the 
Italians had the power to agree to an ultimatum and to force the Germans 
to leave Rome, If the ultimatum were not accepted, we should then be 
in a position either of having made an empty threat or of being forced 
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to bomb Rome. The implications of the latter step and its effect on the 
war effort might be serious in the extreme. 

The President, having received a further letter from Myron Taylor, 
urging that we take some action, sent it to me with a notation: “What do 
we do about this next?” I replied on January s, 1943, stating that we were 
awaiting the reaction of the British to our native position on a possible 
ultimatum, and suggesting that we continue to wait for it. 

“The memorandum from the Apostolic Delegate,” I said, “indicates 
that the military objectives, both Italian and German, are actually being 
transferred from Rome and that the initiative for this action has been 
♦afem by the Holy See. This confirms the position which we took with 
respect ttf the British proposals, that is, that those officials, both Vatican 
and Italian, interested in saving Rome from bombardment should piore 
fully and actively pave the way for their objective by causing the removal 
from Rome of the objectionable military agencies, properties, and in- 
terests.” 

Ambassador Halifax sent me a memorandum on January 12 stating 
that his Govermnent had decided, somewhat reluctantly, to abandon its 
idea, partly as a result of our attitude. The British also felt it would be 
well to keep the Italian Government and the Vatican guessing about our 
policy toward the bombardment of Rome. Moreover, the British Govern- 
ment had promised Egypt that Rome would be bombed if Cairo were 
bombed by the Axis. 

Harold H. Tittmann, Jr., who represented us at the Vatican in the 
absence of Myron Taylor, cabled us on January 12 that he was stating 
to questioners that he had received no instructions from his Government 
cm the subject of the bombing of Rome, and that we must be reserving 
our right to bomb should the military situation require it. Tittmann asked 
our approval of this position, which I gave. The War Department also 
agreed with this attitude. 

This continued to be our policy until the taking of Rome. The initial 
effort of the Italians to remove their military installations from Rome was 
not followed by the Germans. Following a statement by Pope Pius XII 
aipealii^ again for the safety of Rome, I stated publicly on March 13, 
1944, that the Allied military authorities in Italy were dealing primarily 
with considerations of military necessity forced on them by the activities 
and attitude of the German military forces. Naturally, I added, we were 
as mudb interested as any Government or any individual in the preserva- 
ti(HX of religious shrines, historic structures, and human lives. ‘Tf the 
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Germans,” I concluded, “were not entrenched in these places or were they 
as interested as we are in protecting religious shrines and monuments and 
in preserving the lives of innocent civilians and refugees, no question 
would arise.” 

The President the following day stated to the press that the Germans 
were using the Holy City of Rome as a military center, whereas we had 
tried scrupulously — often at considerable sacrifice — to spare religious and 
cultural monuments, and we would continue to do so. 

After receiving an appeal from Irish Prime Minister de Valera on 
April 3, the President replied on April 19 that, if the German forces were 
not entrenched in Rome, no question would arise concerning the city’s 
preservation. 

The center of Rome was, in fact, not bombed, although Allied planes 
dropped bombs on the city’s railroad yards. The Allied advance on Rome 
was carried out so as to encircle the city and force the Germans to retire 
without contesting the capital street by street, which would have wrought 
great destruction. When the Allies reached Rome they found the city com- 
paratively untouched, with the exception of the fact that the Germans, 
on leaving, had crippled its water supply. 

On June $, the day after the fall of Rome, King Victor Emmanuel 
carried out his promise and transferred his powers to Crown Prince Hum- 
bert. The King had wanted to go to Rome, but I cabled Kirk and Murphy 
on May 31 that we felt that under no circumstances should he be per- 
mitted to return to Rome at that time. 

Crown Prince Humbert entrusted Badoglio with the task of forming a 
new Government, but the latter was unable to do so. A new Cabinet was 
then constituted, with Ivanoe Bonomi, a prominent anti-Fascist leader, 
who had been in hiding in Rome during the German occupation, as 
premier. 

Almost immediately difficulties rose between us and the British over 
the new Government. General MacFarlane, head of the Allied Control 
Commission, insisted 'to Bonomi that Count Sforza should not be ap- 
pointed Foreign Minister. Since he undertook to speak in the name of the 
British and American Governments, we instantly protested to the British 
that MacFarlane had no right to speak in our name on a matter of this 
nature; and we requested General Wilson, the Allied commander, to 
inform Bonomi that MacFarlane’s position did not represent the views of 
the United States Government since the appointment of Sforza would be 
entirely agreeable to this Government. 
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More basically, Prime Minister Churchill objected to the formation 
of the Bonomi Government itself. In an irate telegram to the President 
on June 10, 1944, he gave his opinion that Badoglio’s replacement by “this 
group of aged and hungry politicians” was a great disaster. He said Ba- 
doglio, from the time he had safely delivered the fleet into our hands, 
had been a useful instrument,’ and he added that he had thought it was 
understood that Badoglio was to carry on, at least until the democratic 
north could be brought in and a thoroughly sound Italian Government 
could be formed. He objected that the Advisory Council for Italy had not 
been consulted. He said he was not aware that we had given the Italians, 
who had cost us so dearly in life and material, the right to form any 
government they chose without reference to the victorious powers. 

The President sent me this cable for the preparation of a r^ly. I 
sent him a preliminary memorandum on June 13, suggesting that we 
should not be unduly influenced by Mr. Churchill’s precipitate action, that 
the latter’s alarm might be unwarranted, and that his attitude toward the 
political developments in Rome did not appear to accord with American 
policy. I indicated further that, pending the liberation of all Italy, no 
better indication of the popular wiU had appeared than that expressed 
through the parties of the Italian Committee of National Liberation. I 
said our policy had been to welcome political solutions worked out by 
the Italian people themselves, that such a solution seemed to lie in the 
present Italian Government, and that its anti-Fascist and democratic char- 
acter should be wdcomed and supported by this. Government and the 
other democracies. I concluded that any interference on our part at this 
time to change the complexion of a Government whidi we had every 
reason to believe was friendly to the Allies and bitterly anti-Fascist and 
anti-Nazi would appear to be contrary to the Moscow Declaration and to 
our general policy of encouraging the development of a truly democratic, 
representative Government, and would be generally misunderstood. 

After obtaining the views of the Advisory Council for Italy and Gen- 
eral Wilson, we prepared the President’s reply to the Prime Minister, 
which he duly sent. In this Mr. Roosevelt said he had reached the con- 
clusion that it-would be a grave mistake not to permit the prompt installa- 
tion of the Bonomi Cabinet. Badoglio’s withdrawal, while regretted, might 
be of distmct advantage, alla3dng criticism at hcane and abroad and point- 
ing to the implementation of our proclaimed policy. The surrender terms, 
hitherto associated with Badoglio’s person, would become the obligation 
of the most representative moi today available in Italy, forming a Cabinet 
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regarded as loo per cent anti-Fasdst. The intention to broaden the Gov- 
ernment when Rome was reached, the President continued, had long been 
foreseen, and negotiations were held, following the fall of Rome, with the 
approval of and in constant consultation with the Allied Control Commis- 
sion. The parties represented in the Rome Committee of National Libera- 
tion, which seemed to be the best available channel existing in Italy for 
the expression of the popular will, had chosen Bonomi unanimously, while 
they were divided on Badoglio. Interference on our part at this late mo- 
ment, the President feared, would have serious repercussions both at home 
and in Italy, to the detriment of the military situation, and would directly 
violate our announced policy to let the Italian people choose their own 
Government, 

Prime Minister Churchill now agreed to the installation of the 
Bonomi Cabinet without delay. Later, arriving in Rome in August for an 
inspection, he stated to Ambassador Alexander Kirk, then the American 
representative on the Advisory Council for Italy,, that some mark of confi- 
dence should be given to the Bonomi Government short of a “preliifiinary 
peace” with Italy. 

Premier Bonomi soon sent a series of messages to our Government 
outlining the numerous difficulties that confronted Italy in the economic 
and political field during her period of cobelligerency, and asking for 
alleviation of the armistice conditions. I dispatched a comprehensive reply 
to Rome on August 23, 1944, I said our Government would be glad to 
receive any specific proposals for revision of the armistice terms, but I 
reminded Bonomi that those terms were applied by the Allies solely to 
further our common primary objective of Germany’s total defeat. We 
understood and appreciated, I added, Italy’s wish to participate more 
actively in the war, and, within the limits of military needs and supply 
possibilities, would continue to give s)mipathetic consideration to this wish, 
I likewise expressed our full sympathy with Italy’s desire to participate 
in international organi^tions. 

“Patience, understanding, and hard work will be needed,” I said, “to 
overcome the crimes Fascism committed in Italy’s name, but any efforts 
in this direction will meet with this Government’s sympathy and support.” 
We were continuing to give constant, careful study, I added, to Italy’s 
economic problems. Until victory was won, the Allied theater commander 
must retain full authority, but the recent return of seven provinces in 
central Italy to the authority of the Bonomi Government was proof of the 
Allied desire to restore liberated areas to Italian administration when mili- 
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taiy conditions pemitted. Italy’s aims, I concluded, were in harmony with 
ours, and our fnaidship and cooperation in achieving them could be 
counted on. 

I had a number of cable exchanges with Kirk in September on the 
subject of Italian diplomatic rQ)resentation abroad. On September 16 I 
stated our willmgness to receive imofi&cially a technical Italian representa- 
tion in the United States. I added that I did not favor continuance of 
Italian relations with the Argentine Government, the only American Gov- 
ernment which had not severed its relations with Fascist Italy; that Italian 
prestige would not be enhanced if Italy continued to maintain diplomatic 
relations with the one American Government which had isolated itself 
from the United Nations; and that I favored unofficial Italian representa- 
tion to the United Nations. I concluded that the Italian Foreign Office 
should make careful choice of its representatives abroad, especially in the 
Western Hemisphere, so that they would have clear records as r^arded 
Fascism. 

A few weeks later Mr. Churchill discussed the question of Italy with 
the President at Hyde Park, following the Second Quebec Conference. 
They announced on September 26 that an increasing measure of control 
would be gradually handed over to the Italian Administration, and that, 
to mark the change, the Allied Control Commission would be renamed 
“the Allied Commission.” The British High Commissioner in Italy would 
assume the additional title of Ambassador, which the United States repre- 
sentative (Kirk) already held. The Italian Government would be invited 
to appoint direct representatives to Washington and London. 

The Roosevelt-Chmchill statement devoted much attention to the 
economic rehabilitation of Italy. In doing so it took account of exchanges 
of views we had been having with the British, which revealed another 
divergence of opinion between us. We had proposed that the dollar equiva- 
lent of the lire issued as pay to American troops in Italy be credited to 
the Italian Government to enable the latter to finance the procurement 
of rdief and rehabilitation sui^lies. Generally we had proposed a more 
generous treatment of Italy in ffie field of supply policy than had hitherto 
been the agreed Anglo-American practice. 

British Ambassador Hah'fax gave me on August 22, 1944, an u«fe- 
tnhnoire firom his Government maintaining that to depart from the mini- 
mum standard agreed to and to embark on a {H-ogram of general rehabili- 
tation for Italian industry would be most difficult to justify to the Allies 
still subject to Axis domination, and especially difficult tq justify^ to the 
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victims of Italian aggression. The British thought that any concessions 
now made to Italy would bring requests from our Allies for more favorable 
treatment than that given to this ex-enemy. 

Believing that the situation in Italy was serious, however, we went 
ahead with our plan to give the Italian Government the dollar credit we 
had in mind, which would amount to about $100,000,000 as of September 
30. 

At Hyde Park the President and the Prime Minister agreed that the 
first steps should be taken toward the reconstruction of an Italian econ- 
omy, but that they should be taken primarily as military measures to put 
the full resources of Italy into the struggle to defeat Germany and Japan. 

The day before the issuance of the Roosevelt-Churchill statement, I 
sent a circular message on September 25 to our diplomatic missions in all 
the other American Republics except Argentina, telling them of the new 
decisions reached. I said we were considering the establishment of full 
diplomatic relations with the Italian Government as being of material aid 
in the successful conclusion of the war and the reestablishment of demo- 
cratic government. I requested the opinion of the foreign ministers as to 
the attitude of their Governments. 

The American Republics forthwith stated their desire to resume diplo- 
matic relations with Italy, and agreed to make an annoimcement to that 
effect along with us on Odtober 26. 

The Soviet Union reached the same deciMon, but the British, with 
whom we had disagreed more than once on the subject of Italy, took a 
different position. The British Embassy handed us a telegram of October 
20 from the Foreign Office stating that British public (pinion would re- 
act most unfavorably to an announcement at that stage of the war of any 
intention to resume full diplomatic relations with the Italian Government. 
The Foreign Office stated that it would not be clear how “full-blown” 
diplomatic relations between the Allies and Italy were compatible with 
the continued existence of an armistice r^ime, and also that the British 
public would consider it derogatory to the dignity of the King if he were 
to address a letter to the head of a state wi& whom he was stiH legally 
at war. It would be curious, to say the least, they commented, to accredit 
Ambassadors to Italy while refusing to accredit Ambassadors to the 
French Government in Paris. The Italian precedent woidd give rise to 
claims from Bulgaria, Rumania, and so on, for similar exchanges of diplo- 
matic representatives. 

We nevertheless went ahead on our own, along with the American 



THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HXDX 


1568 

Republics and the Soviet Union, and announced on October 26 that full 
diplomatic relations with the Italian Government would be resumed. The 
President submitted to the Senate the nomination of Alexander Kirk as 
American Ambassador to Italy. 

Basically we felt that, while the British arguments were cogent, the 
need to encourage the Italians to evolve a democratic form of government 
was a still more cogent argument. We pointed out that the resumption of 
diplomatic relations with Italy did not reestablish peace, nor did it settle 
the many questions that would have to be settled before a formal state 
of peace was declared — ^which required Senate consent. But it was in- 
tended to facilitate our return to a state of peace, which was an objec- 
tive of our Italian policy. And it was designed to recognize the efforts of 
the Italian people during the preceding year to establish a healthy politi- 
cal basis for government and to cooperate with the Allies in the struggle 
against the common enemy. 

Understandably, the Britidi, and particularly Prime Minister Church- 
ill, looked at Italy with different ^es. It was not easy for the British to 
be lenient toward Italy, for they had suffered far more casualties and 
damage in a much longer war against Italy than had we. Moreover, the 
British did not have among them millions of citizens of Italian origin, as 
we had, whose natural sympathy for their distant friends and relatives 
could not but afiect our thinking. 

As I left office at the end of November, 1944, the Bonomi Govern- 
ment was plunged into another Cabinet crisis. Again the State Dqiart- 
ment was forced to protest to Great Britain over the fact that the Foreign 
Office had once more vetoed the appointment of Count Sforza as Foreign 
Minister. We expressed our regret that the Foreign Office, without prior 
consultation with us, felt it necessary to intervene in an internal political 
crisis in Italy, and we stated our portion that the compoation of the 
Cabinet was a purely Italian problem, and that any objection made by 
the Supreme Allied Commander had to be based solely m important mili- 
tary reasons. 

The poli(y we had pursued toward Italy from the time of the Italian 
armistice until my resignation assisted in bringing about a natural evolu- 
tion toward democratic forms of government, as against the posability 
of a revolution marked by civil war and chaos. King Victor Emmanud, 
tainted with his' long years of association and concurrence with Musso- 
lini, left his throne. Marshal Badoglio, who had no democratic affiliations, 
remained in office for a period of emergency, and thm gave way to a 
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Government with a broader base. The Bonomi Government, with the ex- 
ception of a few 6migr&, embraced men who had lived and suffered under 
Fascism and then Nazism, who represented varying political parties, from 
Right to Left. 

We opposed King Victor Emmanuel, but we did not seek to influence 
the Italians relative to the institution of the monarchy itself. We con- 
sidered that to be their own concern. The Italian Government undertook 
to call a constituent assembly when all Italians had been liberated and to 
postpone a decision on the monarchy until then. That decision has since 
been rendered through a plebiscite, which decided against the retention of 
the monarchy. 

In addition to supporting the development of a r^resentative Gov- 
ernment in Italy, we took many steps to restore self-respect to Italy. We 
assumed the lead in trying to modify the prisoner-of-war status in which 
large numbers of Italian soldiers continued to be held in United Nations 
territory. We suggested inviting the Italian Government to send a repre- 
sentative to the Bretton Woods Financial and Monetary Conference, al- 
though the suggestion failed of implementation because of strong British 
and French opposition. We early agreed to receive an Italian technical 
mission to discuss economic and financial problems of concern to Italy. 

Bearing in mind the terrific demands for shipping to support our 
Army in France and our armed forces in the Pacific, we sent all the re- 
lief we possibly could to Italy. From the time of the armistice rmtil my 
resignation. Allied military authorities had i^ent about $158,000,000 for 
civilian supplies for Italy, of which the United States’ diare was $120,- 
000,000, 

At the time I left office, the President and I felt that Italy, after 
more than two decades of Fascist domination, had made gratifying prog- 
ress toward embracing the concepts and forms of democracy. We had no 
illusions that the task would be easy in a country economically prostrate, 
but we did have hopes that the basic good sense of the Italians, plus the 
lesscm of the terrible catastrophe into which Fascism had plunged them, 
would keep them headed in the right direction. During the three years 
that have followed, Italy has made excellent advances toward improving 
her internal conditionsL as well as toward achieving political stability on 
democratic lines. 

Having concluded this exposition of our polides toward our Allies, 
plus Italy, I turn now to our polides toward our eneanies, particularly 
Germany and Japan. 



113 : Unconditional Surrender 


THE PRINCIPLE of unconditional surrender overshadowed 
our policy toward the Axis and their satellites and our planning for their 
future. 

Originally this principle had not formed part of the State Depart- 
ment’s thinking . We were as mudi surprised as Mr. Churchill when, for 
the first time, the President, in the Prime Minister’s presence, stated it 
suddenly to a press conference during the Casablanca Conference in Janu- 
ary, 1943. I was told that the Prime Minister was dumbfoimded. 

Basically, I was opposed to the principle for two reasons, as were 
many of my associates. One was that it might prolong the war by solidify- 
ing Axis resistance into one of desperation. The people of the Axis coun- 
tries, by believing they had nothing to look forward to but unconditional 
surrmider to the will of their conquerors, might go on fighting long after 
calmer judgment had convinced them that their fight was hopeless. 

The President himself had qualified his unconditional surrender 
phrase by stating at Casablanca that this did not mean the destruction 
of the people of Germany, Japan, and Italy, but the ending of a philos- 
ophy based on the conquest and subjugation of other peoples. Neverthe- 
less the phrase itself spread more widely than the qualification, and it ' 
became a weapon in the hands of Nazi prop^andists. 

The second reascm was that the principle logically required the vic- 
tor nations to be ready to take over every phase of the nationaTand local 
Governments of the conquered countries, and to operate all governmental 
activities and properties. We and our Allies were in no way prepared to 
undertake this vast obligation. 

I thought that our principle of surrender should be flexible. In sotae 
cases the most severe terms should be imposed. I had Germany and Japan 
in mind in this connection. In other cases we would have preliminary in- 
formal conversations that would result in substantial adjustments away 
from the terms of unconditicmal surrender. Here I had in mind Italy and 
the Axis satellite states, Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Finland. 

In our postwar planning discustions in the State Department, which 
had begun more than three years prior to the Casablanca Conference, we 
had not. embraced the idea of unconditional surrender. In the United 
Nations Declaration of January 1, 1942, each Government simply pledged 
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itsdf not to make a s^arate armistice or peace Tirith the enemies. Never- 
theless, after the President had stated the principle so enq>haticaUy at 
Casablanca, there was nothing we could do except to follow it at least in 
form. It was to rise on numerous occasions to plague us and to require 
explanation. 

The President became aware of this after his return to the United 
States from Casablanca. His first statement on the subject, made in the 
coarse of his address to the White House Correspondents Association, 
February 12, 1943, was still strong as he said: “The only terms on which 
we shall deal with any Axis Government or any Axis factions are the 
terms proclaimed at Casablanca: ‘unconditional surrender.’ In our un- 
compromising policy we mean no harm to the common people of the Axis 
nations. But we do mean to impose punishment and retribution in full 
upon their guilty, barbaric leaders.” 

He softened this somewhat a few months later when, in his message to 
Congress on August 25, 1943, transmitting a report on Lend-Lease opera- 
tions, he said: “Except for the responsible fascist leaders, the people of 
the Axis need not fear unconditional surrender to the United Nations. . . . 
The people of Axis-controlled areas may be assured that when they agree 
to unconditional surrender they will not be trading Axis despotism for 
ruin under the United Nations. The goal of the United Nations is to 
permit liberated peoples to create a free political life of their own dioos- 
ing and to attain economic security.” 

In line with this thought, the surrender of Italy the following month, 
although ostensibly on an unconditional basis, was actually, as I have 
previously mentioned, a negotiated surrender, and the terms of the armis- 
tice were agreed to in discussions in Lisbon, Portugal, between represen- 
tatives of the Anglo-American Combined Chiefs of Staff and Marshal 
Badoglio. 

With the President’s definition in mind, Molotov, Eden, and I used 
the term “unconditional surrender” in the preamble to the Four-Nation 
Declaration we agreed to at the Moscow Conference in October. This 
had been approved by the President in advance of my departure for 
Moscow. The four naticms declared their determination to continue hostili- 
ties against those Axis powers with which they respectively were at war 
until such powers had laid down their arms on the basis of unconditional 
surrender. 

Following the Tehran Conference, I received a cable on December 
17, 1943, from William Pfafllijis in London, who was then a member of 
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General Eisenhower’s staff, stating that it seemed that at the Tehran Con- 
ference Marshal Stalin had objected to the principle of unconditional 
surrender, and that Prime Minister Churchill had agreed with him. Phil- 
lips said there appeared to be no record of what the President thought, 
although it was reported in London that he had not dissented from 
Stalin’s view. 

Phillips informed us' that the British Foreign Office had suggested 
that the term ‘^unconditional surrender” be avoided until a final decision 
was reached, and that meanwhile the phrase “prompt surrender” be used. 

The British Embassy handed us an aide-mimoire on December 22, 
1943, which stated that the Tehran Conference had considered the ques- 
tion of a joint declaration to the German people on the basis of uncon- 
ditional surrender. Marshal Stalin, it added, informed President Roosevelt 
on November 29 that he thought this would be bad tactics toward Ger- 
many and suggested instead that the Allied Governments concerned 
should work out terms together and make them generally known to the 
German people. 

Foreign Secretary Eden suggested to us that the matter be dealt 
with as soon as possible by the European Advisory Commission. He hoped 
we would send appropriate instructions in this sense to our representative 
on the commission. 

I sent the President a memorandum on December 22, informing Mm 
of the contents of this aide-mimoire, and adding: “As I have no informa- 
tion on this question of a joint declaration, and as I have not been under 
the impression that the European Advisory Commission would undertake 
political discussions of this character, I would be glad to know what your 
views are with regard to avoiding the use of the term ‘unconditional 
surrender.’ ” 

The President replied that this matter had not been brought up in 
any way at Tehran in his presence, and he felt that Ambassador Winant 
in London should take the matter up with Churchill as soon as the Prime 
Minister returned to London. I so cabled Winant on December 24. 

That night, Christmas Eve, the President delivered a radio address 
in the preparation of which the State Department assisted. He said: “The 
United Nations have no intention to enslave the German people. We widi 
them to have a normal chance to develop, in peace, as useful and respecta- 
ble members of the European family. But we most certainly emphasize 
that word ‘respectable’ — for we intend to rid them once and for all of 
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Nazism and Prussian militarism and the fantastic and disastrous notion 
that they constitute the ‘master race.’ ” 

At the end of December the British Embassy handed us an aide- 
mlmovre informing us that peace feelers had come to the British Govern- 
ment through Sweden from a prominent member of the German Foreign 
Office and from Heinrich Himmler, Hitler’s police chief. The feelers were 
in the nature of a statement that Himmler was ready to send an army 
officer and a Nazi Party official to meet British representatives to obtain 
a definition of “unconditional surrender.” The British informed us that 
their plan was to reply only that the United Nations demanded uncondi- 
tional surrender of Germany, without further interpretation. We aggp nted 
to this reply. 

Unconditional surrender was next raised with us by the Russians dur- 
ing a conversation between Molotov and Ambassador Harriman on De- 
cember 31. In consequence of this approach, and after discussing it with 
my associates, I sent the President a memorandum on Jan uar y 14^ 1944^ 
informing him that Molotov on his own initiative had brought up with 
Harriman the definition of “unconditional surrender” and had inquired 
as to the attitude of this Government. 

“It is my understanding,” I said, “that the Soviet interest in this 
matter is not based on any desire to weaken the prmciple of unconditional 
surrender or to offer milder terms to enemy countries but rather on the 
belief that the present undefined term ‘unconditional surrender’ affords 
enemy propaganda an opportunity to play on the natural fear of the un- 
known in the minds of their people and consequently stiffens their will 
to fight. 

“As I understand it, the Soviet Government believes that some defi- 
nition, however general and severe, of the conditions of surrender which 
will be imposed on the enemy countries would deprive the enemy of this 
propaganda advantage and consequently weaken the morale of their 
armed forces and people. In view of the Soviet interest in this matter, 
do you approve of discussions with the Soviet and British Governments 
to explore the desirability of some public definition for propaganda ex- 
ploitation of the terms of unconditional surrender to be imposed on the 
respective enemy countries?” 

Three days later the President, on January 17, sent me a memoran- 
dum in reply which he began by saying: 

“Frankly, I do not like the idea of conversation to define the term 
‘unconditional surrender.’ Russia, Britain, and the United States have 
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agreed not to make any peace without consultation with each other. I 
thinlf each case should stand on its own merits in that way.” 

He then continued: 

“The German people can have dinned into their ears what I said in 
my Christmas Eve speech — in effect, that we have no thought of destroy- 
ing the German people and that we want them to live through the genera- 
tions like other European peoples on condition, of course, that they get 
rid of their present philosophy of conquest. I forget my exact words but 
you can have them looked up. 

“Secondly, the German people and Russia should also be told the 
best definition of what ‘unconditional surrender’ really means. The story 
of Lee’s surrender to Grant is the best illustration. Lee wanted to talk 
about all kinds of conditions. Grant said that Lee must put his. confidence 
in his [Grant’s] fairness. Then Lee surrendered. Immediately Lee brought 
up the question of the Confederate oflkers’ horses, which belonged to 
them personally in most cases, and Grant settled that item by telling Lee 
that they should take their horses home as they would be needed in the 
spring plowing.” 

(The President had a concprehensive knowledge of American history, 
which he had studied thoroughly and intensively. It was not at Appomat- 
tox, however, that Grant demanded unconditional surrender, but at Fort 
Donelson in 1862, when he received the surrender of General S. B. 
Buckner.) 

“A few little incidents like the above,” the President concluded, “will 
have more effect on the Germans than lots of conversations between the 
Russians, British, and ourselves tiymg to define ‘unconditional surrender.’ 
Whatever words we might agree on would probably have to be modified 
or changed the first time some nation wanted to surrender.” 

I communicated the substance of this memorandum to Ambassador 
Harriman in Moscow on January 25. I added that Harriman might in- 
form Molotov that our Government would rather deal with the case of 
each individual enemy coimtry as it arose because we did not con^der 
it wise to attempt at this time to make any general public definition of 
“unconditional surrender.” 

A few weeks later the Russians were themselves modifying the princi- 
ple of unconditional surrender in their discussions with the Finns directed 
toward reaching a peace. Instead of demanding unconditional surrender 
from Finland, thQr cfffered to negotiate on certain ^ecified subjects. As 
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to Germany, Marshal Stalin had already stated that Russia had no desire 
to destroy that country but only Hitlerism. 

Foreign Secretary Eden made the Russian approach to Finland the 
basis of a proposal to us to soften the principle of unconditional surrender 
so far as the minor Axis states as a whole were concerned. On March 20, 
1944, British Ambassador Halifax handed me a telegram from Eden to 
this effect, dated March 17, 1944. 

Eden suggested that, while it might be desirable to continue to apply 
unconditional surrender to Germany and Japan, we could achieve better 
results by dropping it either tacitly or openly with regard to the minor 
Axis states. Rigid application of the principle, he argued, was likely to 
hinder our desire to get them out of the war as soon as possible. We 
might wish to give them some assurance that their desertion of Germany 
and any contribution they might make toward hastening Germany’s 
defeat would earn them some reward. Also, we* would want to be able 
to discuss with them such questions as military cooperation, future fron- 
tier claims, or the possibility of our givmg them assistance against the 
Germans. 

Five days later I recommended to the President that we follow the 
British suggestion in order to obtain more flexibility with regard to the 
Axis satellites. In a memorandum of March 25 to Mr. Roosevelt, attaching 
the note from Eden, I said: 

“While the British telegram correctly points out that the Soviet 
terms to Finland definitely do not impose unconditional surrender, such 
terms are not required under the joint Four-Nation Declaration for the 
reason that Finland is not a member of the Axis, whereas the other satel- 
lites are. Although the premise of the British reasoning may not be strictly 
correct, I recommend, however, that we concur in the proposal in order 
to obtain more flexibility vis-a-vis the Axis satellite states. 

“The events of the past few days make it unlikely that the question 
of surrender terms for Hungary and Rumania will have any immediate 
importance. [This referred to Russia’s advance into Rumania and Ger- 
many’s occupation of Hungary.] Furthermore, Mr. Molotov has indicated 
that he is not yet prepared to discuss Bulgarian surrender terms in the 
European Advisory Commission currently meeting in London. Neverthe- 
less, for the purpose of handling either propaganda or peace feelers, I 
think it would be advantageous now to free ourselves from the Moscow 
decision on the unconditional surrender of Axis satellite states.” 

While I was awaiting the President’s response to. this recommenda- 
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tion, I received a memorandum from Soviet Ambassador Gromyko indi- 
cating that his Government was in agreement with the position the British 
Government and the State Department were taking; namely, that the 
principle of unconditional surrender should be modified. This stated that 
the Soviet Government had received a communication on the subject from 
the British — this was Eden’s telegram of March 17 — and that it had re- 
plied on March 29 that under certain circumstances it considered it pos- 
sible not to apply the principle to the satellites of Germany. To apply 
unconditional surrender, the memorandum said, might strengthen rather 
than weaken the bonds of the satellite countries with Germany. The 
principle would still be preserved to the full extent with regard to Ger- 
many. The Soviet Government asked our views. 

Before I had a chance to communicate this to the President I re- 
ceived his reply, dated April i, to my recommendation of March 25. 

“I think this should be handled differently,” he said. “It would be 
a mistake, in my judgment, to abandon or make an exception in the 
case of the words ‘unconditional surrender.’ As a matter of fact, whom do 
we mean those words to apply to? Evidently our enemies. 

“In August, 1941, at the time of the Atlantic Charter, and in Janu- 
ary, 1943, at the t'me of Casablanca, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, and 
Finland were the Axis satellites. But they were not our enemies in the 
same sense that Germany and Italy were. These four little satellite states 
were enemies under the duress of Germany and Italy. 

*T think it a mistake to make exceptions. Italy surrendered uncondi- 
tionally but was at the same time given many privileges. This should be 
so in the event of the surrender of Bulgaria or Rumania or Hungary or 
Finland. Lee surrendered unconditionally to Grant but immediately Grant 
told him that his officers should take their horses home for the spring 
plowing. That is the spirit I want to see abroad — but it does not apply 
to Germany. Germany understands only one kind of language.” 

On the copy of Eden’s March 17 telegram, which the President re- 
turned to me, he had written: “No — the British Foreign Office has always 
been part of this and it is N.G. — ^F. D. R.” 

Following the receipt of the President’s response, various of my as- 
sociates strongly recommended in memoranda to me that I take the mat- 
ter up T/rith Mr. Roosevelt again. After some discussion, I sent the 
President a letter on April 4 saying: “Upon further reflection, I am very 
much afraid that the Soviets will not understand our refusal to accede 
to the desire of both the British and Soviet Governments on this point. 
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Since the Soviet Government itself has to some extent laid down without 
objection from us definite conditions in the case of Finland, I am sure 
they will not understand why there should be any objection to doing the 
same in the case of Rumania and Hungary as in their opinion there is a 
definite military advantage to be gained. We might find^ ourselves in the 
position of being accused of having rendered more difficult the Soviet 
military task.^’ 

I adted the President to let me have his views in the light of these 
considerations and said that meantime I would withhold replying to the 
British and Soviet Ambassadors. 

Hie President at this time was confined to bed in the White House 
with a severe attack of bronchitis, and it was not possible to talk to him 
personally; hence the series of written messages. He replied the follow- 
ing day. 

“I understand the problem thoroughly,’^ he said, “but I want at all 
costs to prevent it from being said that the unconditional surrender 
principle has been abandoned. There is real danger if we start making 
exceptions to the general principle before a specific case arises. 

“We all know that this would happen if we were to make any ex- 
ceptions to the principle which would thereafter apply in all cases. 

“I understand perfectly well that from time to time there will have 
to be exceptions not to the surrender principle but to the application of 
it in specific cases. That is a very different thing from changing the 
principle. 

“If the Soviet and British Governments will advise us of any case 
of this kind, I am quite sure that we will agree with them. This should 
be made clear to both of these Governments. Then they cannot accuse 
us of having rendered more difficult the Soviet military task.” 

In consequence of this note, I replied to both the British and the 
Soviet Embassies on April ii saying that this Government had come to 
the conclusion that it was undesirable to make any general departure from 
the doctrine of unconditional surrender. Such a departure might serve as 
a precedent for all future cases. We would prefer that the general princi- 
ple of unconditional surrender be retained intact, and that consideration 
be given to any modification on the basis of specific cases. We concluded 
that, rather than abandon-.the principle with respect to the satellite coun- 
tries as a group, we were prepared to give favorable cmisideration to 
modifying the principle in the ^cific case of any ope satellite when 



THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HULL 


1578 

either the British or the Soviet Government believed it would be ad- 
vantageous to the common cause to do so. 

The question, however, would not die. Only two days later it was 
strongly raised from another quarter, the military. On April 13, 1944, 

I received a cable from Under Secretary Stettinius, who was then in 
London, conveying recommendations made to him by General Eisenhower 
and General Bedell Smith, Eisenhower^s Chief of Staff. Stettinius said 
both generals had brought up the question with him and e3q)ressed their 
considered opinion that the term “unconditional surrender” should be 
clarified by announcing the principles on which the treatment of a de- 
feated Germany would be based. He said this seemed highly^ desirable 
to them because of the accumulated evidence that German propaganda 
was interpreting the words “unconditional surrender” to strengthen the 
morale of the German Army and people. 

The generals thought it was necessary to create certain conditions 
through our own propaganda to offset this. One condition to be created 
was a mood of acceptance of imconditional surrender in the German 
Army such as would make possible a collapse of resistance similar to that 
in Tunisia. The other was a mood in the German General Staff whereby 
a German Badoglio would xmdertake the necessary political steps for un- 
conditional surrender. 

Toward this end Eisenhower and Smith suggested that an American- 
Anglo-Russian statement be issued to define unconditional surrender and 
to guarantee the promotion of law and order. They likewise suggested 
that, once an Allied bridgehead were established in France, the Com- 
mander-in-Chief should make a statement calling for surrender and at “ 
the same time recapitulate the terms of other declarations clarifying un- 
conditional surrender. 

General Smith, Stettinius reported, felt that, in default of such state- 
ments, it would be impossible to exploit the crisis in the German Army 
to which a successful Allied landing in France would undoubtedly give 
rise. 

Stettinius stated that William Phillips, the American political adviser 
to Genei^al Eisenhower, was in hearty accord with these views, and that 
the British political officer corresponding to Phillips had been asked to 
esqpress the same views to the Foreign Office. 

I sent this cable on to the President, who was then resting from his 
recent illness at the estate of Bernard M. Baruch at Georgetown, South 
Carolina. On April rs I cabled Phillips stating that the President held 
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very strongly to the maintenance of the principle of unconditional sur- 
render for Germany, as Phillips knew. I said I felt that the case for 
action should be given every consideration, but before going further I 
sugg ested that it should be ascertained whether the European Advisory 
Commission had progressed in its work to arrive at a tripartite declara- 
tion upon a military government for Germany. I also questioned whether 
we should proceed on this subject by other means t han through the Euro- 
pean Advisory Commission unless the British and Russian Govenunents 
were willing to do so. 

Later in the day I received a brief message from the President which, 
referring to Stettinius’s cable of April 13, said: “Any reply thereto should 
have my approval before being sent.” 

I cabled Phillips on April 17 asking him to inform all concerned that 
the President wished that the subject be given no further consideration 
without his approval. 

I telegraphed the President on the same day that, since Stettinius’s 
cable had raised the question of a tripartite statement to define uncondi- 
tional surrender, I had thought it well to send a message immediately to 
the effect that the President was holding very strongly to the principle 
of unconditional surrender for Germany. I also informed him of the fur- 
ther points we had raised with Phillips and of the second message just 
sent him on April 17. 

The British and Russian Governments continued strongly to press 
the point that some modification of unconditional surrender, at least in 
the case of the Axis satellite, should be made. Since March we at the 
State Department had been working on the draft of a proposed statement 
to the satellites which the British, Russian, and American Governments 
might issue. 

The President having returned to Washington on May 7, I sent him 
a memorandum on the subject three days later. I said the State Depart- 
ment had been informed by the British Embas^ that the British Govern- 
ment considered it important that Allied propaganda to the satellite states 
should be reenforced. With special reference to Hungary and Bulgaria this 
propaganda should henceforth omit use of the ’term “unconditional sur- 
render” in order to attain the maximum military advantage in strengthen- 
ing resistance to Genpany. Abandonment of the general principle would 
be avoided. 

After referring to my letter of April 4 to the President and his r^ly 
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directing that the general principle of unconditional surrender be retained, 
though exceptions might be made in its application in specific cases, I said 
making this proposal, the British Embassy has pointed out that 
the Soviet Government had not applied the principle to Finland, and the 
same could be said for Rumania, if the Rumanians should come to terms 
along the lines proposed for their surrender. It is supposed that the propa- 
ganda agencies will take these considerations into account in preparing 
their directives. As for Hui;igary and Bulgaria, the Department thinks that 
advantages can in fact be gained from energetic action at this time in 
propaganda operations, and I should therefore be grateful if you would 
indicate whether you would approve our taking parallel action with the 
British and the Russians in authorizing a degree of latitude for propa- 
ganda purposes, having it clearly understood that the exception is author- 
ized to enable the propaganda services to omit reference to the term, 
though of course there would be no public recantation of the principle 
as applicable to these countries.” 

The President sent this back to me with his O.K. written on it. 

As a result of further diplomatic exchanges among London, Moscow, 
and Washington, we agreed upon a joint statement which the thr6e Gov- 
ernments made simultaneously on May 12, 1944. In this we stated that 
Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, and Finland ‘^still have it within their 
power, by withdrawing from the war and ceasing their collaboration with 
Germany and by resisting the forces of Nazism by every possible means, 
to shorten the European struggle, diminish their own ultimate sacrifices, 
and contribute to the Allied victory.” 

We gathered some fruits of this position several months later, when 
Rumania, Finland, and Bulgaria asked for and obtained an armistice. 
Hungary was in the hands of the Germans. 

As for Germany, we now sought to concentrate on a statement that 
Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill might issue addressed to the German 
Army, designed to weaken the German will to resist, especially at a mo- 
ment when that Army felt the impact of the Anglo-American invasion in 
northern France. In May the President agreed to the extent of submitting 
a draft to Churchill, stressing the inevitability of the German defeat, the 
stupidity of the Germans continuing the struggle, and the wisdom of their 
throwing overboard the philosophy of their leaders. Churchill and his War 
Cabinet, however, did not like the draft. 

The Department accordingly sent the President a new draft in June, 
and then on July ii I sent him a later and shorter draft. This recited the 
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overwhelming power of the United Nations and stated that every German 
life lost was a needless loss. Germany’s only hope lay in unconditional 
surrender, but the draft went on to say that, while we promised nothing, 
the Allied leaders — Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt — ^had made it abun- 
dantly clear that they did not seek the destruction of the German people. 

The President wrote me, however, on July 17, 1944: “It does not 
appear to me that Allied progress on all the fronts has yet been sufficiently 
impressive to promise the best results that might be obtained from such 
a tripartite statement. Later, when our combined attack shall have made 
further and more impressive advances, an approach to Churchill and Stalin 
suggesting a tripartite statement may give better promise of agreement 
and more prospect of advantage to our attack.” 

The following month, on August 21, I sent the President a further 
memorandum on the subject. I attached this to a letter to me from Ad- 
miral Leahy, transmitting a telegram the Supreme Headquarters, Allied 
Expeditionary Forces had sent to the Combined Chiefs of Staff to recom- 
mend the issuance of synchronized orders of the day by General Eisen- 
hower, Marshal Stalin, and General Wilson, addressed in effect to the 
Getman Army. SHAEF said the psychological climax of the war was 
approaching and that a decisive demonstration of military unity between 
the Western, Eastern, and Southern Fronts might rapidly demoralize the 
already flagging German morale. They thought this could be true not only 
of the German home front but of the German Army which recently had 
shown significant signs of slackening in its relatively high fighting morale. 

In my memorandum, I said: “I see no objection to this proposal from 
the political point of view and consider it primarily a military matter. If 
you approve the proposal, you will no doubt wish to take it up with 
Churchill and Stalin.” 

Three days later, however, Admiral Leahy wrote me that he had been 
directed by the President to tell me that Mr. Roosevelt did not consider 
the time appropriate for issuing such a statement. 

The public statements made at different times by the leaders of the 
three major Allies to soften the interpretation of unconditional surrender 
did not conduce to the early surrender of Germany. The Nazi propaganda 
machine continued until the last to stress its drastic interpretation of un- 
conditional surrender. The police hold by Hitler and his Nazis over the 
German people was too strong to permit of any successful reaction, and 
Germany went on fighting needlessly and hopelessly until her total col- 
lapse in May, 1945. Whether the Germans would have surrendered at an 
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earlier date had there been no enunciation of the principle of uncondi- 
tional surrender or had easier terms been agreed upon and stated by the 
United Nations will remain a question. 

In any event, the continued application of unconditional surrender 
to Germany did have this effect, that no future propaganda machine in 
Germany could ever claim, as did the Nazis during the twenties and 
thirties, that the German armies had not been defeated and that Germany 
surrendered because of the weakness of the civilian government and people 
behind the lines. 

As for our Oriental enemy, Japan surrendered three months later 
when she perceived that the principle of unconditional surrender could 
be applied conditionally. 



114 : Toward Victory in the Orient 


OUR DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS directed toward Europe 
during the last years of my period at the State Department were natu- 
rally of greater intensity than those directed toward Asia. There were 
more nations to deal with in Europe, whereas in the Orient, with Japan 
an enemy, there was only one major nation left, China. Nevertheless, a 
large part of the attention of my associates and myself centered on the 
Far East, as we attempted to solve problems of real magnitude. 

Toward China we had two objectives. The first was an effective 
joint prosecution of the war. The second was the recognition and build- 
ing up of China as a major power entitled to equal rank with the three 
big Western Allies, Russia, Britain, and the United States, during and 
after the war, both for the preparation of a postwar organization and 
for the establishment of stability and prosperity in the Orient. 

In 1943 we had taken three major steps to demonstrate our recogni- 
tion of China as a great power. I signed on January ii, 1943, the treaty 
relinquishing our extraterritorial rights in China. At the Moscow Con- 
ference I was successful in introducing China as one of the signatories of 
the Four-Nation Declaration which called for the creation of an inter- 
national organization to maintain the peace. On December 17 Congress, 
at the suggestion of the Administration, passed an Act repealing the Chi- 
nese Exclusion Laws and permitting Chinese citizens to enter the United 
States as immigrants. This last had been one of my projects for a num- 
ber of years, just as it had been in the case of the Japanese. Believing it 
unwise and unfair to exclude Chinese and Japanese as immigrants, I felt 
they could be placed under a quota system like citizens of other nations, 
and I considered repeal of the Exclusion Laws necessary^ as one means of 
improving our relations with the Orient. The quota for Chinese immi- 
grants, worked out on the same proportional basis as that assigned to 
other countries, would be very small indeed, but the principle was im- 
portant. Especially after Pearl Harbor it seemed anomalous to strive 
for complete cooperation with our Chinese Ally while barring her citizens 
from our shores. When the matter came before Congress, I repeatedly con- 
ferred with members of both Houses to urge their support of rq^eal. 
Following the enactment, the President on February 8, 1944, set a quota 
of 10$ Chinese immigrants annually. 

-22 1583 
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As our military pressure on Japan became ever stronger in 1945, the 
Japanese overlords sought to make a separate peace with China so as to 
free themselves for the major conflict in the Southwest Pacific. The Gov- 
ernment of Chiang Kai-shek, however, although sorely tried by China*s 
growing exhaustion after six years of unremitting resistance to the in- 
vader, repulsed all such attempts. I cabled the President in Cairo on No- 
vember 29, 1943, that our Embassy at Chungking had informed us that 
Japan was continuing to make peace offers to the Chinese Government, 
but without success. 

President Roosevelt and Chiang Kai-shek made great progress in 
friendship and cooperation at the Cairo Conference. There the President 
agreed that all territory taken from China by Japan should be returned, 
including Manchuria, Formosa, and the Pescadores Islands, 

The President did not consult with me before this agreement; nor 
did he consult with me before agreeing with Chiang Kai-shek and Prime 
Minister Churchill on a statement that independence would be restored to 
Korea “in due course.^’ I considered this statement unwise for several 
reasons. One was that the Koreans wanted their independence immedi- 
ately Korea was liberated, and not in due course. They did not welcome 
the Cairo Declaration, and they feared that their country would be placed 
under the control of China. Another reason was that the Soviet Union 
should have been consulted first. Although Russia was not at war with 
Japan, she was our Ally in Europe, and she had an interest in Korea. 

The United States supplied China with every possible military as- 
sistance considering the enormous difficulties of transportation and our 
immense commitments elsewhere. This help ranged from the establidi- 
ment of an air force of American volunteers jn China and an air transport 
service into China to the operation of a staff school for higher Chinese 
officers. 

Nevertheless, we encountered a feeling from time to time on the part 
of the Chinese Government that we were not giving it sufficient representa- 
tion in our Allied military councils. This was the burden of a conversation 
I had with Chinese Foreign Minister Dr. T. V. Soong when he called on 
me September 22, 1943, shortly before returning to Chungking. He said 
his Government had one matter most strongly in mind; namely, more 
recognition in connection with the work of the Combined Chiefs of Staff. 
Dr. Soong had already taken this up with the President directly. 

I told Dr. Soong that the President was a great friend of China, as 
everyone knew, and that I was sure he desired to do the proper thing. 
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The United States did, in fact, make every effort to give China adequate 
representation in Allied military deliberations. 

On the economic side, this Government took many steps — in addi- 
tion to Lend-Lease, which was for direct military purposes — to assist 
China’s economy, endangered by the long-continued strain of war. The 
assistance ranged from a credit of and the facilitation of 

China’s import and export trade, to technical advice in organizing a Chi- 
nese War Production Board under the direction of the President’s repre- 
sentative, Donald M. Nelson. 

We lost no opportunity to bolster China’s own consciousness of her 
position as a major Power. In addition to her recognition at the Moscow 
Conference, to our relinquishment of extraterritorial rights, and to our 
admission of Chinese immigrants, China was encouraged to play a promi- 
nent part in the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, 
in the Bretton Woods Monetary Conference, and finally in the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference for the establishment of the United Nations organiza- 
tion. 

At the same time, we took every opportunity we could to state to 
China that we felt justified in expressing our expectation that she would 
solve her internal problems and achieve political stability. The tense rela- 
tions between the Chinese Communist organization in the north, and the 
Kuomintang Party in Chungking were of persistent concern to us. We 
decidedly wanted China to assume a portion of influence alongside the 
three big Western powers, but we knew this was impossible if China were 
tom by internal strife. 

Vice President Wallace went to China in 1944 with the jdea of con- 
certing both parties to this point of view. This was his own idea, and 
when I became aware of it I sent Joseph W. Ballantine, one of the De- 
partment’s Far Eastern experts, to try to dissuade him from it. It seemed 
to me that a special mission of this nature might harm instead of help 
the situation. 

I never at any time favored excursions into foreign affairs by Wal- 
lace, especially through trips abroad such as he made to Latin America in 
1943 and to China in 1944. A network of questions and conditions existed 
in our international affairs, especially during the war period, which neces- 
sarily had to be handled with extreme care and delicacy. I was convinced 
that no person outside the State Department and the White House could 
break into these affairs without serious risk of running amuck, so to 
speak, and causing hurtful complications. For this reason I always op- 
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posed suggestions that raw materials, as I called them, diould be recruited 
from the outside to go abroad and undertake seriously to handle impor- 
tant phases of our foreign affairs. 

But when Ballantine saw Wallace the latter had already got to the 
President and secured his permission. Ballantine had to present the points 
I had given him as pitfalls to be avoided rather than as arguments to 
dissuade him from the trip. So far as I could see, Wallace’s trip was with- 
out beneficial effect. 

When Lord Beaverbrook, British Minister of Production, came to see 
me on July 24, 1944, we discussed the Chinese situation, and I remarked 
that it sometimes worried us. ‘*I myself believe,” I said, “that China has 
only a fifty-fifty chance to reestablish herself as a great power. But if 
she’s rebuffed now by the other major Allies even that chance might be 
lost, and the Chinese Government would tend to dissolve. In that case 
it’s quite likely that the Soviets might have to assume re^onsibility for 
the whole situation — ^if they would.” 

Ihere had been some thought, I said, in certain business circles here 
that the Pacific situation could be stabilized by agreement among London, 
Washingtcm, and Tokyo, and some Briti^ers shared this view. But by 
now, I concluded, it was plain that Japan was out of it, and if China 
went out too there was no stabilizing means at all. 

Beaverbrook agreed. He said there was, however, a feeling in Britain 
that the Government of Chiang Kai-shek was not a real fighting Govern- 
ment but was “something plastered on top of China like a button on a 
coat.” 

Chiang Eiai-shek, in my opinion, had followed faithfully in the foot- 
steps of Sun Yat-sen in attempting the task that many considered next 
to imposable, the creation of a real Republic out of the innumerable divi- 
sions and subdivisions composing the vast territory of China. He was wise 
and patriotic. He knew the Chinese people. 

Nevertheless, we had great difficulty in our relations with China dur- 
ing my last years in office because of the loose procedure followed by 
Chiang Kai-shek in dealing most irr^ularly with our Govemmait throu^ 
the Treasury, War, and Navy D^artments, and other agencies of the 
Government. He sent numerous cables direct to different officials of this 
Government, taking up political subjects that should have been handled 
through the State Department. His brothers-in-law, H. H. Kung and 
T. V. Soong, wmre in Washington dealing on poliUcal matters with offi- 
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cers, for example, of the Treasury, War, and Navy Departments. They 
were circumventing the State Department and our Ambassador in China. 
The President imfortunately permitted this condition to continue. 

I felt rather strongly that if the State Department had been per- 
mitted to hold a stiff rein on the Chinese situation, and require the Qii- 
nese Government to deal directly with it alone, it might have induced that 
Government to rely far more on itself and to pursue a stable, resolute 
course instead of bumping along expecting aid of all sorts from other 
countries, particularly the United States. 

I felt that American aid to China could not be effective by itself with- 
out the cooperation of the Chinese Government. That Govemmeit was 
donated by the reactionary groups in the Kuomintang, which were 
devoted- to their own selfish interests and were afflicted with much cor- 
ruption and little efficiency. I felt we could have had more military co- 
operation. Chiang Km-shek kept some of his best divisions near himself, 
traffic continued between the Chinese and Japanese zones, and the Gov- 
ernment seemed more interested in the blockade against the Communists 
than against Japan. 

Nevertheless, I never faltered in my belief that we should do every- 
thing in our power to assist China to become strong and stable. It was 
obvious to me that Japan would disappear as a great Oriental power for 
a long time to come. Therefore, the only major strictiy Oriental power 
would be China. The United States, Britain, and Rusaa were also Pacific 
powers, but the greater interests of each were elsewhere. Consequently, 
if there was eva- to be stability in the Far East, it had to be assured with 
China at the center of any arrangement that was made. 

At this point I should say that, after my resignation, President Roose- 
velt gave me not the slightest hint of his plans for the Yalta Conference, 
at which he made decisions of great concern to China. The day before his 
departure for Yalta, the President came to the ho^ital to see me. He had 
hardly sat down when I began to state the thoughts I had in mind. I 
restated the most pertinent doctrines and policies we had been standing 
for, which more and more had become part of our postwar policies. These 
policies would have negated some later develc^ments, such as a few 
decisions at Yalta. After talking with Mr. Roosevelt thirty-five minutes, 
I apologized for taking so much of his time. He said he was glad to hear 
my views; but he did not indicate what he would take up at Yalta, nor 
did he seek my views on sudi points. 

Toward China’s neighbor to the sooth, Thailand (Siam), our policy 
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after Pearl Harbor revolved around the fact that we refused to consider 
her as an enemy, regardless of the fact that the Thai Government had de- 
clared war against us on January 25, 1942. We did not declare war, but 
took the position that the Government at Bangkok, under the domina- 
tion of the Japanese, did not represent the desires of its people; and we 
continued to recognize the Thai Minister in "Washington as the Minister 
of his country. 

Our desire being to see Thailand restored as an independent nation, 
we held discussions on this point with the Briti^ Government in 1944. 
The British, however, stated that they regarded Thailand as an enemy 
country which had to work its passage toward independence. Foreign 
Secretary Eden assured us that Britain deared the ultimate restoration 
of Thai sovereignty, but he made reservations with regard to security and 
economic collaboration by Thailand and to strategic guarantees in the 
Era T sthtnu s which cuts across Thailand. 

We on our part agreed that the new territories Thailand had acquired 
through Japanese “mediation,” principally from French Indo-China, 
should ht restored to their former owners, although this was to be with- 
out prejudice to eventual adjustments or transfers of territories by orderly, 
peaceM processes. 

The President requested the Department on November 3, 1944, to 
instruct American representatives and to inform the British, French, and 
Dutch Governments, that the United States expected to be consulted on 
any.arrangements as to the future of Southeast Asia. This included Thai- 
land. 

As I left office, our policy with regard to Thailand was to favor its 
restoration as a sovereign country, with an independent Government rep- 
resenting the free will of the people. We did not recognizes the Government 
then existing. We were sympathetic to the “Free Thai Movement” which 
had been started here and in other countries, but we did not intend to 
make' any political commitment to it, since we desired to leave the choice 
of govianmumt to the Thai people themselves. 

'W.ib n^rd to Japan, the work of the State Department during my 
last years in office followed three main lines. The first was an unceaang 
obtain humane treatment for prisoners of war and civilian in- 
tifirneesihij^anese hands and to hasten the repatriation of these civilians, 
tts ^acmsd was a constant use of diplomacy to concert with our Allies 
all efforts toward prosecuting the war in the Orient to victory. The third 
TOS to pxqore a plan for the postwar treatment of Japan. 
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Through the Swiss Government, which ably represented our interests 
toward Japan, we made literally scores of representations to Japan to 
induce her to accord proper treatment to Americans in her hands. Right 
after Pearl Harbor we took care to give the Japanese in our hands humane 
treatment, hoping that the Japanese Government might follow our ex- 
atn plfi . Although Japan was not a signatory of the Geneva Prisoners of 
War Convention, we obtained from that Government a commitment to 
apply the provisions of the convention to American prisoners of war 
and, so far as adaptable, to civilian internees. 

When, however, the first group of Americans repatriated from Japan, 
mrliifting Ambassador Grew, arrived on the first exchange voyage of the 
Gripsholm, they told stories of outrageous treatment by the Japanese. 
We made their accounts the basis of a vigorous, comprehensive protest 
to Japan. 

As succeeding reports came in, it was obvious that Japan was flag- 
rantly violating its commitment to carry out the provisions of the Geneva 
Convention. The hideous treatment of many American prisoners of war 
and civilian internees revealed a barbarism among the Japanese military 
which shocked the civilized world. 

'This mistreatment reached one of many climaxes when the Japanese 
executed the American aviators who fell into their hands after General 
James Doolittle’s raid over Tokyo. We made this the subject of a vigorous 
protest on April 12, 1943. Calling again upon Japan to carry out its agree- 
ment to observe the Geneva Convention, we bluntly warned that the 
United States Government would punish all Japanese ofBcers who partici- 
pated in such atrocities. 

I wish I could say that the many steps we took, and the valid support 
we received from the Swiss, had some effect. It did not seem that they 
had; Japanese barbarism was too deeply rooted; and our protests were 
still continuing when I left olEfice. We were able, however, to build up 
a vast record of substantial evidence against individual Japanese which 
was of later aid in bringing these criminals to the punishment they amply 
deserved. 

In 1943, and particularly in 1944, my associates and I devoted much 
time to the subject of the future treatment of Japan as a whole. We had 
frequent discussions among ourselves and with the War D^artment. In 
May, 1944, we in the State D^rtment arrived at certain iasic conclu- 
.Mcms which we submitted to the War Dq>artment. 

One was that Japan should be treated as a whole; it should not be 
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partitioned, although the territories it had wrested from other nations 
should be returned to them. 

Another was that the Japanese Government as a unit should be sus- 
pended during the period of armed occupation. That is, its policy-making 
functions should cease. The Privy Council, the Cabinet, the Diet, the 
Board of Field Marshals and Fleet Admirals, and the Supreme Military 
Council should go. The Ministries of War, Navy, Munitions, and Greater 
East Asia Affairs should be liquidated; routine administrative functions 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs should be performed under the direction 
of Allied Civil Affairs officers, with policy matters referred to the State 
Department. 

Administrative Departments, such as the Ministries of Home Affairs', 
Finance, Justice, Transportation and Communications, Agriculture and 
Commerce, Education and Welfare, could continue under Civil Affairs 
officers in the top policy-making positions. We also believed that the 
municipal and prefectural administrative machinery could be retained, at 
first under Civil Affairs supervision. 

A third point in our thinking was that all the principally interested 
United Nations who had taken part in the war against Japan, should 
participate in the occupation and control of Japan. We felt it was unde- 
sirable to assume the sole onus for future Japanese resentment. We be- 
lieved it more effective to show the Japanese people, through the presence 
of other nationalities in the forces of occupation and control, that the 
condemnation of Japanese aggression was world-wide. We wished to see 
the presence in Japan of the armed forces of other nations, even if only 
token forces, and we were particularly anxious to have forces of other 
Asiatic peoples in evidence, such as Chinese, Indians, and Filipinos, so as 
to impress the Japanese with the fact that this had been not merely a 
white man’s war against them. 

We divided our •thinking with regard to Japan into three postwar 
periods. During the first, comparatively short, period, Japan should be 
deprived of her prewar colonial empire and be completely demilitarized. 

During the second, and longer, period, we proposed the establishment 
of permanent bases from which Japan could be militarily policed so as to 
prevent a revival of Japanese aggression; the establishment of control 
systems to prevent Japanese rearmament and the development of a war 
potential; the encouragement of democratic thought, with the help of 
Jg^anese moderate elements; the elimination of ultranationalistic organiza- 
tions; and Japan’s gradual participation in world economy. 
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During the third period, of indefinite duration, we proposed the es- 
tablishment of a Japanese Government that would carry out its proper 
functions in a peaceful manner. 

The Emperor of Japan and his future naturally occupied a consider- 
able portion of our thinking. Should the institution of the Emperor, hal- 
lowed in Japanese history, be continued, or should it be abolished? The 
opinion of the State Department on this point was requested at various 
Htties by the War and Navy Departments. It proved to be one of our most 
difficult questions to answer, because it was impossible at the time to 
prophesy accurately the effects of an attempt by the United Nations 
to eliminate the institution of the Emperor. 

We summed up our conclusions, however, and gave our recommenda- 
tions in a memorandum on May 9, 1944. In this we pointed out that, since 
the Japanese then showed an almost fanatical devotion to the Emperor, an 
attempt from the outside to abolish the institution of the Emperor 
would probably be ineffective. The mere dethronement of the Emperor 
would not abolish the Emperorship if the Japanese were determined to 
maintain it, and an indefinite military occupation of Japan might be neces- 
sary if the United Nations wished to prevent its revival. We called atten- 
tion to the imique position of the Japanese Emperor in that he was con- 
sidered as the source, sacred and inviolable, from which all authority 
emanated. 

Accepted governmental procedure had allowed the Emperorship to be 
made an instrument of the Japanese military, we pointed out; and ac- 
cordingly this close relationship would probably have to be severed if we 
were to wipe out militarism in Japan. In any event, the supreme authority 
in Japan must be the Allied military Government. 

If the Emperor were retained, we said, there were three choices-- 
redelegate to him none, all, or only some of his functions. We argued 
against the first in that it might create a difficult situaticm for the occupa- 
tion authorities. Japanese functionaries considered the throne as the source 
of their authority, and they might refuse to serve imder foreign masters 
if the Emperor were deprived of his rights of sovereignty. We questioned 
whether a sufficient number of Allied Civil Affairs personnel could ever be 
trained to operate by themselves the entire administration of Japanese 
government and the essential functions of Japanese economy. 

We argued against the second on the grounds that it mi^t' infringe 
too much on the authority of the occupation forces, it might imply that 
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the latter were supporting the continuance of the throne, and it would 
probably encounter the opposition of American public opinion. 

We felt that the third choice, to redelegate to the Emperor some of 
his functions, offered the best possibilities. The Allied governor would 
permit the Emperor to exercise only those functions that related to the 
assignment of administrative duties to subordinate ofiScials. Without im- 
pairing the essential authority of the theater commander, this would tend 
to assure the good behavior of the Japanese people and to keep in office 
the maximum number of Japanese officials willing to serve directly under 
the supervision of Civil Affairs oflficers. 

We did not think the Japanese would interpret this procedure as sup- 
port of the Emperorship and its symbolic value, in view of the fact that 
foreign military forces would have apprehended the imperial family and 
would be using some of the Emperor’s functions for their own ends. More- 
over, the Japanese would be uncertain as to the eventual disposition of 
the Emperor. 

It might well be possible, we thought, for the Civil Affairs adminis- 
tration to diminish even the limited use it might make of the institution 
of the Emperor as the administrative machinery of military government 
functioned more effectively. We considered this desirable politically. And, 
if a substantial movement develq)ed among the Japanese people to abolish 
the imperial institution, the Allied military authorities should take no 
action against that movement, except to maintain law and order, and 
should cease to utilize the Emperor as a political instrument. 

Generally, we recommended that the Allied military authorities adopt 
as flexible a course as possible. If they decided to permit the Emperor 
to exercise certain limited functions, we then made five recommendations. 

The first was that the Emperor should be kept in seclusion, after 
being removed from the Imperial Palace and taken to a location which 
was comparatively easy to guard. But his personal advisers should have 
reasonable access to him, and he should be accorded normal courtesies. 
The Japanese people could therefore be assured of the Emperor’s safety 
and welfare and of the fact that he was under surveillance. 

The second was that the authority and responsibility of the theater 
commander should supersede that of all oflScials and organs in the occupied 
territory. The military governor would permit only those functions of the 
Emperor to be exercised which related to the assignment of administrative 
duties to suborcflnate officials. He should suspend those functions of the 
Emperor relating to the enactment of laws and to the armed forces. This 
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would show to the Japanese people that the authority of the occupation 
government was superior to that of the Emperor. 

The third was that, if retaining the Emperorship did not facilitate 
the use of Japanese personnel under the supervision of Civil Affairs offi- 
cers, it might become advantageous to suspend all the functions of the 
Emperor, but the occupation authorities would have to be prepared to 
take charge of the actual operation of all Japanese governmental activities. 
We requested that, before such action were taken^ the State Department 
be given an opportunity to express its opinion. 

The fourth ‘was that, if a portion of Japan were occupied for any 
length of time prior to unconditional surrender of the entire country, the 
occupation authorities should be prepared to operate directly most of the 
functions of government in the occupied area. This for the reason that it 
would probably be difficult to obtain the services of any Japanese officials 
of significance in that area. 

The fifth was that the occupation authorities, in all their treatment 
of and contact with the Emperor, should refrain from any action that 
would imply recognition of or support for the Japanese concept that the 
Emperor was different from and superior to other temporal rulers, that he 
was of divine origin and capacities, that he was sacrosanct, and that he 
was indispensable. They should permit absolute freedom of discussion of 
political as well as other subjects, except where there might be incitement 
to breaches of the peace. 

In general, we felt we should not make advance commitments that 
would prejudice the situation in favor of the Emperor institution or 
against it. We did not want to come out against the institution lest this 
give the Japanese militarists live coals to blow upon and bring up a flame 
of last-man resistance. Nor did we wish to come out for the institution lest 
this discourage whatever popular movement there might be in Japan to 
erase it. 

Just before Secretary of State Byrnes left for the Potsdam Conference 
in July, 194s, he telephoned me at my apartment and gave me the sub- 
stance of a draft statement which he said President Truman had given 
him. This proposed statement, for issue by the United States, Britain, and 
Russia at the Potsdam Conference, contained a declaration by the Allies 
to Japan that the Emperor institution would be preserved if Japan would 
make peace. Byrnes asked my opinion. He said that high officials of the 
State, War, and Navy Departments had approved it. 

I replied that, since he was leaving in a few minutes, there was no 
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time to write anything for him, but that the statement seemed too much 
like appeasement of Japan, especially after the resolute stand we had 
maintained on unconditional surrender. I pointed out that, as it was 
worded, it seemed to guarantee continuance not only of the Emperor but 
also of the feudal privileges of a ruling caste under the Emperor. I said 
that the Emperor and the ruling class must be stripped of all extraordinary 
privileges and placed on a level before the law with everybody else, 

I then sent Byrnes a cable on July i6, through the courtesy of Under 
Secretary Grew, to outline my thoughts in further detail. I said that the 
support of the statement by the chief people in the State, War, and Navy 
Departments called for the most serious consideration. Nevertheless I 
pointed out that the central point calculated to create serious difference 
was in the paragraph relating to a proposed declaration by the Allies 
now — I underlined ^^now” — ^that the Emperor and his monarchy would 
be preserved in the event of an Allied victory. The proponents of this 
promise, I added, believed that somehow the influences and persons who 
paid allegiance to the Emperor and his religious status would fight and 
resist less hard and so save Allied lives and shorten the war. 

The other side, however, I concluded, was that no person knew how 
the proposal would work out. The militarists would try hard to interfere. 
Also, should it fail, the Japanese would be encouraged and terrible politi- 
cal repercussions would follow in the United States. I therefore asked 
whether it would be well first to await the climax of Allied bombing and 
Russia’s entry into the war. 

The following day I received a message from Secretary Byrnes agree- 
ing that the statement should be delayed, and that, when it was issued, 
it should not contain this commitment with regard to the Emperor. 

When the Potsdam Declaration concerning Japan was issued, it con- 
tained ho commitment with regard to the Emperor. The Japanese Govern- 
ment stated it would accept the Potsdam Declaration provided the right 
of the Emperor to rule were accepted. In line with the conclusions we had 
previously reached at the State Department, however, President Truman 
and Secretary Byrnes agreed to retain the Emperor only if his right to 
rule were subject to the Allied Command in carrying out the terms of 
surrender agreed to at Potsdam. The Japanese agreed. 

The Potsdam agreement differed from the State Department recom- 
mendations made under me in that it permitted the continuance of the 
Japanese Government as such. We had recommended that certain sections 
of that Government be retained for administrative purposes; but at Pots- 
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ilgm it was agreed that the Government as a whole should continue along 
with its policy-making functions. Our recommendation that Allied Civil 
Affairs officers be stationed in all Government Departments likewise was 
not followed. 

Concerning the vast area of the Southwest Pacific, my associates and 
I had been doing considerable thinking and, along with the President, had 
arrived at certain conclusions during my last years in office. This area 
embraced such important territories as the Dutch.. East Indies and the 
Philippines, and could be taken to include Malaya and French-Indo-China. 

These enormous lands entered into the intensive discussions we had 
been holding on the subject of dependent peoples. Without being specifi- 
cally mentioned, they were included in the projects I had presented to the 
British and Russians under that heading. 

We believed that the time had come when all parent countries ^ould 
begin to plan and prepare for the self-government of these peoples, to be 
given them when they were ready for and worthy of it. Before us we 
alwa3rs had the example of the Philippines, whom the United States had 
been preparing for independence almost since the day of our acquisition of 
the islands, and for whom an independence date had been formally set by 
national legislation in the Tydings-McDuffie Act of 1934. 

The President was in thorough agreement with our proposals. He 
himself entertained strong views on independence for French Indo-China. 
That French dependency stuck in his mind as having been the springboard 
for the Japanese attack on the Philippines, Mala3ra, and the Dutch East 
Indies. He could not but remember the devious conduct of the Vichy 
Government in granting Japan the right to station troops there, without 
any consultation with us but with an effort to make the world believe 
we approved. ‘ 

From time to time the President had stated forthrightly to me and to 
others his view that French Indo-China should be placed under inter- 
national trusteeship shortly after the end of the war, with a view to its 
receiving full independence as soon as possible. 

When British Foreign Secretary Eden came to the United States in 
March, 1943, he and I attended a conference with the President at the 
White House on March 27. William Strang (Assistant Under Secretary of 
State in the British Foreign Office), Harry Hopkins, Welles, British Am- 
bassador Halifax, and Ambassador Winant, who was here on leave from 
London, were also presaat. 

One of the first subjects brought up was whether China was to be 
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one of the four controlling powers after the war, and whether the British 
and ourselves were in agreement on this point. The consensus was Yes on 
both points. 

Another question related to our postwar policies regarding Man- 
churia, Korea, Formosa, and Indo-China The President suggested that a 
trusteeship be set up for IndorChina, that Manchuria and Formosa be 
returned to China, and that Korea might be placed under an international 
trusteeship, with China, the United States, and one or two other countries 
participating. 

He said that the Japanese mandated islands should be international- 
ized for the purpose of keeping the peace. Eden indicated he was favor- 
ably impressed with this proposal. 

The President went over this subject again in the conference my 
associates, Admiral Leahy, and I had with him at the White House on 
October $, 1943, two days prior to my departure for the Moscow Confer- 
ence. On that occasion he said the British might, as a gesture of generosity, 
return Hong Kong to China while China might, in return, immediately 
declare Hong Kong a free port under international trusteeship. 

He added that Indo-China and the Japanese mandated islands in the 
Pacific might be placed under international trustees, along with security 
points in many parts of the world. He mentioned Truk, the Bonin Islands, 
the Kurile Islands (although he thought the Kuriles should really go to 
Russia), Rabaul or some point in the Solomons, appropriate points in the 
Dutch East Indies, Ascension Island in the South Atlantic, Dakar, and 
some point in Liberia. 

Ambassador Halifax came to me on January 3, 1944, and remarked 
that information had come to him from the Foreign Office that the Presi- 
dent, during his visit to the Near East for the Cairo and Tehran Confer- 
ences, had rather definitely stated to the Turks, Egyptians, and perhaps 
others his views to the effect that Indo-China should be taken away from 
the French and put under an international trusteeship. Halifax said he had 
heard the President make remarks like this during the past year or more, 
but it was important to know whether his utterances represented final 
conclusions, in view of the fact that they would soon get back to the 
French. 

I replied that I knew no more about the matter than the Ambassador. 
I said I had heard the President make these remarks occasionally just 
about as he had heard them. I added that, in my judgment, the President 
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and Prime Minister Churchill would find it desirable to talk the questicHi 
over fully, deliberately, and perhaps finally at some future stage. 

I informed the President of this conversation in a note to him on 
January 14. I enclosed two brief memoranda citing the more important 
public statements or commitments we and the British had already made 
with regard to the future of French territory after the war. These were: 
the August 2, 1941, statement relative to the French- Japanese agreement; 
the President’s letter to P6tain in December, 1941 ; a statement on New 
Caledonia made on March 2, 1942; a note to the French Ambassador on 
April 13, 1942; the President’s statements and messages at the time of 
the invasion of North Africa; a letter frcrai Robert D. Murphy to Giraud 
on November 2, 1942; and the Clark-Darlan agreement of Novembo’ 22, 
1942. Generally these looked toward the restoration of French territories 
after the war. 

Ten days later the President sent me a memorandum, dated January 
24, which began by saying; “I saw Halifax last week and told him quite 
frankly that it was perfectly true that I had, for over a year, e:q>ressed 
the opinion that Indo-China should not go back to France but that it 
should be administered by an international trusteeship. France has had 
the country — ^thirty million inhabitants — for nearly one hundred years, 
and the people are worse off than they were at the beginning.” 

He then went on: “As a matter of interest, I am wholeheartedly sup- 
ported in this view by Generalissimo Chiang ELai-shek and by Marshal 
Stalin. I see no reason to play in with the British Foreign Office in this 
matter. The only reason they seem to oppose it is that they fear the effect 
it would have on their own possessions and those of the Dutch. They 
have never liked the idea of trusteeship because it is, in some instances, 
aimed at future independence. This is true in the case of Indo-China. 

“Each case must, of course, stand on its own feet, but the case of 
Indo-China is perfectly dear. France has milked it for one hundred years. 
The people of Indo-China are entitled to something better than that.” 

In August, 1944, the British, in an mde-mimoire, raised with us the 
question of a Frauch role in military opa-ations in the Far East, with 
particular reference to Indo-China. They requested om: concurrence in 
steps looking toward French partidpation in the liberation of Indo-China 
and in the war against Japan, for which the French had requested British 
ai^roval. I sent this to the President on August 26, and commented, in a 
memorandum that, while these steps were “ostensibly military in char- 
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acter, they have wide implications and for this reason they are being re- 
ferred to you for decision ” 

The President informed me orally that he planned to discuss these 
French proposals with Mr. Churchill at Quebec, where he was shortly 
going. He and the Prime Minister were unable, however, to reach any 
agreement. We subsequently received reports that the British were going 
ahead with the proposal to attach a French military mission to the 
Southeast Asia Command headquarters, though the mission, in the absence 
of American agreement, would at first be “ostensibly unofficial.” 

After learning that a French military mission had gone to Kandy to 
consult with the Southeast Asia Command regarding military operations 
affecting Indo-China, the President on November 3, 1944, gave instruc- 
tions that American approval must not be given to any French military 
mission being accredited to the Southeast Asia Command, and that no 
American representatives in the Far East, whether civilian or military, 
were authorized to make any “decisions on political questions with the 
French mission or anyone else.” 

When we sent Mr. Roosevelt another memorandum on October 13 
relative to an Office of Strategic Services proposal to assist resistance 
groups in Indo-China, he sent me a memorandum three days later, saying: 
“In regard to the Indo-China matter, it is my judgment on this date that 
we should do nothing in regard to resistance groups or in any other way 
in relation to Indo-China. You might bring it up to me a little later when 
things are a little clearer.” 

The President’s opposition to the return of Indo-China to France 
continued at the time of my resignation the following month. 

My own thought was that Indo-China should fall within the general 
category of dependent peoples, to whom the mother countries diould be 
pledged to grant eventual independence. I favored this method rather 
than placing Indo-China under a trusteediip. Though the \^chy Govern- 
ment had betrayed Indo-China to Japan, I felt that an international 
agency would have great difficulty handling so large an area and popula- 
tion unless it were exceptionally well equipped. If France were prepared 
to restore her own popular institutions and to deal properly with the 
colonies, I favored the return of Indo-China, with France’s pledge of 
eventual independence as soon as the colony became qualified for it, 
along the lines of our pledge to the Philippines. If France were not pre- 
pared to do full justice to Indo-China in accordance with this example, 
then it would be necessary to look to an international trusteeship; but I 
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did not underestimate the, terrific undertaking that administration by a 
trusteeship would represent, both in service and in money. 

Our prime difficulty generally with regard to Asiatic colonial posses- 
sions, of course, was to induce the colonial Powers — ^principally Britain, 
France, and The Netherlands — to adopt our ideas with regard to dependent 
peoples. Britain had refused to go along with us on the idea of eventual 
independence for her colonies, believing instead that they should in time 
achieve self-government within the Empire. We had frequent conversations 
with these parent countries, but we could not press them too far with 
regard to the Southwest Pacific in view of the fact that we were seeking 
the closest possible cooperation with them in Europe, We could not 
alienate them in the Orient and expect to work with them in Europe. 

At no time did we press Britain, France, or The Netherlands for an 
immediate grant of self-government to their colonies. Our thought was 
that it would come after an adequate period bf years, short or long de- 
pending on the state of development of respective colonial peoples, during 
which these peoples would be trained to govern themselves. Our cause 
was harmed, not helped, by some vociferous persons in the United States, 
including Vice President Wallace, who argued for an immediate grant of 
independence or for the total separation of colonies from their mother 
countries. 

These persons disregarded the magnitude of the problem that would 
thereupon face all nations. When a certain Texan argued with me along 
the line of separating all colonies from their mother countries and par- 
ticularly urged that Britain should return Hong Kong to China, I retorted 
that Hong Kong had been British longer than Texas had belonged to the 
United States, and I did not think anyone would welcome a move to turn 
Texas back to Mexico. 

We also encountered resistance from our own War and Navy, Depart- 
ments, which felt that our ideas conflicted with their desire to acquire 
sovereignty of Japanese islands in the Pacific for use as United States 
bases. We were accordingly not able to bring before the Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference our dependent peoples project, embraced within a plan for a 
trusteeship system to be set up under the United Nations organization. 
To. me this was a keen disappointment. 

As Allied, principally American, forces began the reconquest of the 
Southwest Pacific islands, we summed up our thinking with regard to the 
Netherlands Indies in a letter of February 28, 1944, to the Director of 
the Civil Affairs Division of the War Department. We began this by 
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saying that arrangements for the civil administration of liberated Nether- 
lands Indies territory should be predicated on the assumption that the 
exercise of all attributes of sovereignty would be resumed by the Nether- 
lands Government as soon as the situation, in the judgment of the 
Supreme Commander of the Allied Expeditionary Force (General Douglas 
MacArthur) permitted. We then said. 

“However, in any military agreement of the nature under considera- 
tion no commitments should be made which would prejudice the right of 
the Government of the United States to bring up either prior to or after 
the resumption of sovereign rights by the Netherlands Government certain 
proposals for discussion and agreement of a general character which it 
may believe to be of rightful concern to the United States Government 
and to all Governments which have subscribed to the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter, and to the Four-Nation Declaration at Moscow, and 
certain particular proposals which may be of special mutual concern to 
the people of the Netherlands Empire and the people of the United 
States.'’ 

In brief, we did not want agreements made between our military 
commander and Netherlands authorities which would militate against our 
presentation of proposals relating to the eventual independence of the 
Netherlands Indies. 

We summarized our thoughts on colonial areas in Southeast Asia 
generally in a Department memorandum which I sent to the President on 
September 8, 1944. In this we suggested the value of “early, dramatic, and 
concerted announcements by the nations concerned making definite com- 
mitments as to the future of the regions of Southeast Asia.” We added; 

“It would be especially helpful if such concerted announcements 
could include (i) specific dates when independence or complete (do- 
minion) self-government will be accorded, (2) specific steps to be taken 
to develop native capacity for self-rule, and (3) a pledge of economic 
autonomy and equality of economic treatment toward other nations. 

“Such announcements might well be accompanied by ... a pledge 
to establish a regional commission. . . . The value of such concerted 
announcements would be still further enhanced if each of the colonial 
powers concerned would pledge a formal declaration of trusteeship under 
an international organization for the period of tutelage; but it might be 
unwise for the United States to attempt to insist upon such a declaration 
of trusteeship by one country if similar declarations could not be secured 
from the others. In addition to their great value as psychological warfare, 
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such announcements would appear to be directly in line with American 
postwar interests.” 

The President warmly approved these ideas. He subsequently directed 
that instructions be sent to American officers at home and abroad, and 
that the British, Dutch, and French Governments be informed as well, 
that the United States expected to be consulted on any arrangements as 
to the future of Southeast Asia. 

Such was our policy toward the Southwest Pacific as I left office. It 
might be thought that we were presumptuous in seeking to present our 
ideas to the British, French, and Dutch Governments as to what they 
should do with their own Pacific possessions. We had, however, two rights 
to take such action. One was the fact that the liberation of those posses- 
sions would not have been achieved — and possibly never could have been 
— except by United States forces. The other was our interest in seeing 
that peace in the Pacific, restored by our forces, should continue. And 
we could not help believing that the indefinite continuance of the British, 
Dutch, and French possessions in the Orient in a state of dependence 
provided a number of foci for future trouble and perhaps war. Permanent 
peace could not be assured unless these possessions were started on the 
road to independence, after the example of the Philippines. We believed 
that we were taking the long-range view, and that a lasting peace in the 
Pacific was of greater ultimate benefit to Britain, France, and The Nether- 
lands — as well as to the whole world — than the possible immediate benefits 
of holding on to colonies. 



115 : Plan for Germany 


WHEN THE PRESIDENT decided to meet with Prime 
Minister Churchill for the Second Quebec Conference, in September, 1944, 
he asked me whether I wished to accompany him. The conference, how- 
ever, was intended to be largely military. I was not well, the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference was in progress, and I told him I preferred to remain in 
Washington but would be available if he needed me. 

Shortly before the conference was to assemble, the President was 
prevailed upon to permit Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau to attend 
the meeting. Morgenthau and his friends had been working for some time 
on a drastic plan for the postwar treatment of Germany, and the leaders 
of groups who had been justly wrought up by German outrages requested 
the President to invite him to go to Quebec primarily to present his plan 
for Germany. 

My associates and I at the 5 tate Department had spent hundreds of 
hours working on a plan for Germany. We had had frequent conferences 
on the subject with the War Department. I had presented a preliminary 
plan, which had the full approval of the President, at the Moscow Con- 
ference. There it received the general approval of Eden and Molotov, 
and was referred to the European Advisory Commission in London to be 
worked out in detail. That Commission had done considerable work in 
setting up arrangements for the postwar government and control of Ger- 
many, and numerous exchanges of views had taken place among the 
United States, Britain, and Russia. 

To Morgenthau, however, our plan (which I have outlined in Chapter 
92 on the Moscow Conference) was toe mild. He insisted to the President 
that Germany should be stripped of all industries and converted into an 
agricultural country. 

The President himself leaned to the idea that the German people as 
a whole should be given a lesson they would remember. On August 26, 
1944, he had sent a long memorandum to Secretary of War Stimson, a 
copy of which was sent to me, protesting against the handbook drawn up 
for the guidance of military government officials in Germany. 

^Tt gives the impression,” he said, “that Germany is to be restored 
just as much as The Netherlands or Belgium, and the people of Germany 
brought back as quickly as possible to their prewar estate. 
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“It is of the utmost importance that every person in Germany should 
realize that this time Germany is a defeated nation. I do not want them 
to starve to death, but, as an example, if they need food to keep body 
and soul together beyond what they have, they should be fed three times 
a day with soup from Army soup kitchens. That will keep them perfectly 
healthy, and they will remember that experience all their lives. The fact 
that they are a defeated nation, collectively and individually, must be so 
impressed upon them that they will hesitate to start any new war.” 

After quoting from several of the handbook’s pages to which he par- 
ticularly objected, he concluded: 

“There exists a school of thought both in London and here which 
would, in effect, do for Germany what this Government did for its own 
citizens in 1933 when they were flat on their backs. I see no reason for 
starting a WPA, PWA, or CCC for Germany when we go in with our 
army of occupation. 

“Too many people here and in England hold to the view that the 
German people as a whole are not rei^onsible for what has taken place — 
that only a few Nazi leaders are responsible. That unfortunately is not 
based on fact. The German people as a whole must have it driven home 
to them that the whole nation has been engaged in a lawless conspiracy 
against the decencies of modern civilization.” 

With regard to the disposition of the German Navy, the President 
advanced a new idea. The Joint Chiefs of Staff wrote me on September 4, 
1944, stating that they wanted the complete destruction of the German 
fleet except for a limited number of ships that could be retained for 
experimental purposes. If no agreement could be reached, with the Rus- 
sians and British on this basis, they said, the United States should press 
for either a one-third share in each category of vessel, or an agreement 
that all capital ships, such as battleships, pocket battleships, heavy cruis- 
ers, and submarines, be destroyed, while smaller craft would be shared 
equally by the United States, Russia, and Great Britain. 

After I sent this letter to the President, he wrote me a memorandum 
on October 13 in which he accepted the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
with regard to the complete destruction of the German fleet, but had one 
amendment to make. 

“Destruction in the past,” he said, “has meant taking the ships to 
sea and sinking them. I think that in some cases surrendered ships have 
been destroyed by converting them into scrap metal. I do not like the 
idea of complete destruction by the sinking -of thousands of tons of steel 
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“Recently a new use for such ships has been discovered. We have 
used sunken ships as breakwaters for the formation of new harbors. This 
has been done in Italy, and it has been done on the coast of Normandy. 
It is a relatively cheap way to build a breakwater. I think that the United 
Nations should be in a position to pass on applications by Allied nations 
for these ships for the definite and specific purpose of sinking them as 
breakwaters to improve or create safe anchorages. It is rather a nice 
thought to use them for such peaceful purposes. 

“In any such cases, the ships should be sunk at a designated place as 
quickly as possible and under the eyes of a United Nations Committee. 
Once sunk it would be practically impossible to raise them and restore 
them to war purposes.” 

We cabled Ambassador Winant in London on October 19 instructing 
him to guide himself according to the President’s memorand um in the 
discussions of the European Advisory Commission. 

Harry Hopkins came to me on September i, 1944, and informed 
me of the President’s desire to establish a “Cabinet Committee on Ger- 
many.” He said the President had asked him to give his undivided atten- 
tion to this matter in the next few weeks. Hopkins at this time also 
explained Morgenthau’s interest in the question, arising from his dis- 
agreement with certain sections of the plans for Germany which already 
had been prepared. 

My associates at the State Department, particularly H. Freeman 
Matthews and James W. Riddleberger, went over with Hopkins in detail 
the studies concerning postwar Germany made at the State Department 
and by the European Advisory Commission in London. They prepared a 
memorandum, which I approved, explaining the work that already had 
been done and setting forth the State Department’s views on the treatment 
of Germany. This Matthews and Riddleberger presented at a meeting of 
representatives of the State, Treasury, and War Departments called by 
Hopkins in his office at the White House on September 2. 

Morgenthau’s, or the Treasury’s, plan was presented at this session 
by Dr. Harry White. This plan proposed, among other things, that parts 
of Germany should be given to nei^boring countries and the remainder 
split into three units. 

Poland riiould get southern Silesia and that part of East Prussia 
which did not go to Russia. France should get the Saar and the adjacent 
territories bounded by the Rhine and Moselle rivers. Denmark shoidd 



PLAN FOK GERMANY 1605 

get territories north of the Kiel Canal, between her present borders and 
an International Zone. 

This International Zone would be one of the three units into which 
Germany would be partitioned. It would contain the Ruhr and the sur- 
rounding industrial areas and the Kiel Canal, and would be run by the 
proposed United Nations organization. The remaining portion of Germany 
would be divided into two autonomous, independent states — a South Ger- 
man state comprising Bavaria, Wiirttemberg, Baden, and some smaller 
areas, and a North German state comprising a large part of the old state 
of Prussia, Saxony, Thuringia, and several smaller states. There would be 
a customs union between the new South German state and Austria, the 
latter to be restored to her pre-1938 borders. 

Industrial plants and equipment situated within the International 
Zone and the North and South German states would be removed and 
distributed among devastated countries. Forced German labor would be 
used in such countries. 

Dr. White explained that no trade would be permitted between the 
International Zone and the remainder of Germany. He emphasized that 
the productivity of this zone would in no way be permitted to contribute 
to German economy. 

Later the Treasury inserted in its plan this paragraph with regard 
to the Ruhr and surrounding industrial areas: 

‘This area should not only be stripped of all presently existing 
industries but so weakened and controlled that it cannot in the foreseeable 
future become an industrial area — ^all industrial plants and equipment 
not destroyed by military action shall either be completely dismantled 
or removed from the area or completely destroyed, all equipment sThould 
be removed from the mines and the mines shall be thoroughly wrecked.” 

The Treasury plan stated that the United States would have military 
and civilian representation on whatever international commission might 
be established to carry out the German program, but that the primary 
responsibility for the policing of Germany and for civil administration in 
Germany would be assumed by the military forces of Germany’s conti- 
nental neighbors, specifically Russia, France, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Greece, Yugoslavia, Norway, The Netherlands, and Belgium. United States 
troops could be withdrawn within ^^a relatively short time.” 

It was obvious on its face that this plan was drastic. It would leave 
Germany with practically no industry, and would force the population to 
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live entirely on the land, regardless of the fact that there was not enough 
lanH on which the large German population could live. 

Essentially, this was a plan of blind vengeance. It was blind because 
it failed to see that, in striking at Germany, it was striking at all of 
Europe. By ccanpletely wrecking German industry it could not but partly 
wreck Europe’s economy, which had depended for generations on certain 
raw materials that Germany produced. 

The Treasury recommendation that the German mines be ruined 
was almost breath-taking in its implications for all Europe, because various 
other countries relied upon German coal for their industries. After the 
Allied occupation of Germany began, the AUied authorities there did, in 
fact, have to bend every effort to restore German mines to the fullest 
production so as to improve Europe’s economy generally. 

At the State Departmeit we had drawn up on September i a memo- 
randum to emphasize our views on this point. “If a far-reaching program 
of indubirial destruction or dismantlement is agreed upon,” we stated, “it 
is apparent that, if put into effect, it will bring about extensive and im- 
portant changes in European economy as a whole. 

“Germany is a deficit country in foodstuffs, and it is doubtful if a 
plan of making Germany predominantly agricultural can be put into effect 
without the liquidation or emigration of X millions of Germans. 

“Germany is furthermore an important producer of certain raw ma- 
terials — namely, coal and bauxite — for Europe as a whole, not to speak 
of the vast amount of industrial goods which Germany normally exports. 
If we advocate a ‘wrecking program’ as the best means of assuring our 
security, we may face considerable European opposition on account of its 
effect on European economy; and if we desire continuing reparations out 
of Germany, we shall eliminate any such program by a policy of destruc- 
tion of German industry.” 

We were also agreed at the State Department to oppose Morgenthau’s 
ideas of a partition of Germany. We stated in our memorandum: 

“The State Department is, in general, opposed to the forcible parti- 
tion of Germany into two or more separate states as has been advocated 
as a practical means of forestalling any renewal of German aggression. 
Such a measure, however drastic in' itself, wotdd not offset the necessity of 
imposing and enforcing far-reaching security controls upon Germany for 
an indeterminate period, whether Germany is left united or is divided. 
Moreover, because of the high degree of economic, political, and cultural 
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integration of Germany, it must be anticipated that partition would not 
only have to be enforced but also maintained by force. 

“The victor powers, by imposing partition, would take on them- 
selves a burdensome and never-ending task of preventing surreptitious 
collaboration between the partite states and of restraining the nationalistic 
determination to reunite, which would, in all probability, be the response 
of the German people. Finally, the disruption of German economic unity 
would carry with it grave dangers for the economic stability of Europe as 
a whole, and not merely to Germany.’’ 

On the other hand, we said that we should not oppose any spon- 
taneous German movement for partition. 

We recommended that, in place of partition, every effort be made to 
promote a federal system of government in Germany, and a division of 
Prussia into a number of medium-sized states. We pointed out that 
Prussia in 1938 included five-eighths of the area and two-thirds of the 
population of Germany, and it might well be that in reaction to the Nazi 
overcentralization many Germans would want to return to a considerable 
degree of federal decentralization, including the break-up of Prussia. 

The War Department representatives at the meeting on September 
2, Assistant Secretary McCloy and General Hilldring, pointed out the 
difficulties that would arise for the Army under any such plan as that 
advanced by the Treasury. 

Following the presentation of the Treasury plan, Matthews and 
Riddleberger presented the State Department views and explained how 
they fitted into British and Russian ideas in so far as these had been 
communicated to us. The conferees thereupon requested Riddleberger to 
draw up a further memorandum attempting to reconcile the views of the 
three Departments, which the Secretaries of State, Treasury, and War 
might be willing to sign and submit to the President as their recommenda- 
tion. 

After Assistant Secretary of War McCloy said it was essential that 
General Eisenhower be given an interim directive for the treatment of 
Germany, Hopkins thought it most important that this directive be 
prepared as soon as possible, and urged McCloy to hasten the work. 
McCloy said that the State and War Departments had both been working 
on this directive, and that there were only minor differences between them 
which could easily be adjusted, but that the Treasury memorandum 
obviously ran counter to some major provisions of the directive. It was 
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thereupon decided that a meeting be held, in which Treasury representa- 
tives would participate, to hasten the completion of the directive. 

Harry Hopkins met on September 3 with James C. Dunn, the State 
Department’s Political Adviser on Eurc^ean Affairs, Matthews, and Rid- 
dleberger, on which occasion Dunn emphasized to Hopkins the supreme 
importance of working with our Allies, particularly Britain and Russia, on 
the whole question of the postwar treatment of Germany. He pointed out 
the impossibility of obtaining the concurrence of Russia and Britain to 
some of the provisions advocated by the Treasury. He explained the 
tripartite control of Germany envisaged in proposals submitted to the 
European Advisory Commission by the Unified States and Britain, which 
would have to be modified extensively if the Treasury’s ideas were 
accepted. Hopkins seemed to realize the validity of these contentions, and 
remarked that in his opinion it was essential that the President and the 
Secretary of State keep in step on all plans that might be developed for 
Germany. 

I held the first meeting of the “Cabinet Committee” in my office on 
September 5, with Hopkins, Morgenthau, and Stimson attending. I laid 
before them a memorandum my associates and I had prepared, dated 
September 4, containing suggested recommendations the Cabinet Com- 
mittee mi^t present to the President. 

This suggested the appointment, as won as possible, of an American 
High Commissioner for Germany, who would meet with equivalent repre- 
sentatives of Britain and Russia immediately upon the occupation of 
Germany. We proposed the complete demilitarization of Germany, the 
dissolution of the Nazi Party and all affiliated organizations, the mainte- 
nance of extensive controls over communications, press and propaganda, 
and education, and the breaking up of the great Junker estates. These 
proposals had appeared in our previous plans and also in the Treasury 
plan. 

We differed with the Treasury, however, on the partition of Germany. 
We said that no decision ^ould be taken on this point, as distinguished 
from territorial cessions to neighboring countries, until we saw what the 
internal situation in Germany and what the attitude of our principal Allies 
would be. We diould, however, encourage a decentralization of the German 
governmental structure, and, if any tendencies toward spontaneous parti- 
tion arose they should not be discouraged. 

We differed also on making Germany an agricultural country. In 
this coonection we said that the American" Government had no direct 
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interest in obtaining reparations from Germany and consequently no 
interest in building up German economy in order to collect continuing 
reparations. However, the United ELingdom and the U.S. 3 -K.., along with 
a number of small states, might have claims on German production which 
they would require for purposes of reconstruction. Consequently, we 
should not take a fixed position on reparations at this time but await the 
views of Governments more directly interested. 

We stated three primary objectives of our economic policy in Ger- 
many. The first was that the standard of living of the population should 
be held down to subsistence levels. The second was that Germany’s eco- 
nomic position of power in Europe must be eliminated. The last was that 
German economic capacity must be converted in such a manner that it 
would be so dependent on imports and exports that the country could not 
by its own devices reconvert to war production. 

Secretary Stimson agreed with virtually all this memorandum, except 
the point that the standard of living of the German population should be 
held down to subsistence levels. Secretary Morgenthau also seemed to 
agree with large sections of the memorandum, but he would not commit 
himself to it. Harry Hopkins sent me a note on September $ in which he 
said that, with minor reservations about language which did not aSect the 
content of the document, he approved it 

On the following day our little group met with the President at the 
White House. I presented om: memorandum of September 4, with the 
statement that it had not been agreed to by the other members of the 
committee, but might serve as a basis for discussion. Stimson presented a 
War D^artment memorandum that waS very largely in line with our 
memorandum. Morgenthau, however, presented the original drastic Treas- 
ury memorandum. 

The discussion that followed was inconclusive. The distance between 
the views of the State and War Dqiartments on the one hand and of the 
Treasury on the other was so great that no meeting of minds ensued. ■ 
Secretary of War Stimson sent me a copy of a memorandum he 
addressed to the President on September 9. In this, after citing Morgen- 
thau’s proposal that industrial plants and equipment in the Ruhr and 
surrounding areas be dismantled, removed; or completely destroyed and 
the'mines thoroug^y wrecked, he said he was unalterably opposed to such 
a program. I^ese resources, he said, constituted a natural and necessary 
as^t for the productivity of Europe. In a period when the world was 
suffering from detraction and from want of production, the concept of 
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the total obliteration of these values was to his mind wholly wrong. His 
ingktpnfft was that these assets be conserved and made available for the 
proht of the whole of Europe, including Great Britain particularly. 

Stimson recommended that the President accept a program generally 
in accord with the memorandum I had submitted on September $. He 
added suggestions for several modifications, and canceled out our pro- 
vision that the standard of living- of the German population be held down 
to subsistence levels. 

Thus the matter stood when the Quebec Conference met on Septem- 
ber II. We had been able to achieve no further reconciliation of views. As 
I have already stated, the President was induced to permit Morgenthau 
to attend the conference, at which the latter intended to advocate his 
extreme plan before the President and the Prime Minister. I requested 
Bay Atherton, our Ambassador to Canada, to represent us at the meetings. 

Four days after the conference began, I was astonished to receive 
from the President a memorandum addressed to me, dated September 15, 
which indicated that he and Churchill had largely embraced Morgenthau’s 
ideas. The memorandum set forth that the President and the Prime Min- 
ister felt that an essential feature of the best measures to prevent renewed 
rearmament by Germany was the future disposition of the Ruhr and the 
Saar. The ease with which the metallurgical, chemical, and electric 
industries in Germany could be converted from peace to war had already 
been impressed upon us by bitter experience. It had also to be remembered 
that the Germans had devastated a large portion of the industries of 
Russia and of other neighboring Allies, and it was only just that these 
injured countries should be entitled to remove the machinery they re- 
quired in order to repair the losses they had suffered. 

The memorandum then stated: 

“The industries referred to in the Ruhr and in the Saar would 
therefore be necessarily put out of action and closed down. It was felt 
that the two districts should be put under somebody under the World 
Organization which would supervise the dismantling of these industries 
and make sure that they were not started up again by some subterfuge. 

“This program for eliminating the war-making industries in the Ruhr 
and in the Saar is looking forward to converting Germany into a country 
primarily agricultural and pastoral in its character. 

“The Prime Minister and the President were in agreement upon this 
program.” 

In his note to me introducing this m^norandum, the President said 
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this seemed eminently satisfactory to him, and he thought I would ap- 
prove the general idea of not rehabilitating the Ruhr, Saar, and so on, 

I could not, however, approve any program ^‘looking forward to 
converting Germany into a country primarily agricultural and pastoral 
in its character.” Seventy million Germans could not live on the land 
within Germany. They would either starve or become a charge upon 
other nations. This was a scheme that would arouse the eternal resrat- 
ment of the Germans. It would punish all of them and future generations 
too for the crimes of a portion of them. It would punish not only Germany 
but also most of Europe. 

The President also said in his note to me that he thought he had 
worked out the locations of the occupying forces in Germany. He had been 
hoping to get the northwestern portion of Germany as the American zone 
of occupation, but finally agreed with Churchill that Britain should have 
it, while the United States would have most of southern Germany, includ- 
ing Bavaria. 

Thus was settled a difference of opinion between the President and 
the Prime Minister which had remained unsolved for some seven months. 
The original plan of the Combined Chiefs of Staff had been to make the 
British sphere of occupation (if occupation were necessary in all these 
areas) northwestern Germany, Norway, Belgium, Luxemburg, Holland, 
and Denmark; the United States’ sphere southern Germany, France, and 
possibly Austria; Russia’s sphere the area to the east of the British. 
After the United States Chiefs of Staff, however, proposed that the British 
and American spheres be exactly reversed, Mr. Churchill cabled the Presi- 
dent in February, 1944, strongly urging that the original plan continue. 
He said Britain was better equipped and situated to ensure the naval 
disarmament of Germany; close liaison had already been established 
between the Royal Air Force and the Norwegian and Netherlands Air 
Forces which the British had trained, and it was desirable to continue this 
liaison after the war, which would be difficult if No^ay and the Nether- 
lands were outside the British zone. The United States, on the other hand, 
had had major responsibility for reequipping French forces. Mr. Churchill 
further argued that the plans for the invasion of Normandy had already 
been agreed to, placing the British on the left flank going toward Germany, 
with bases in the Havre-Cherbourg area, and American forces on the right 
flank, with bases in the Brittany ports. A reversal of the spheres would 
involve crossing the lines of communication, and it was obviously too late 
to replan the invasion so as to reverse the British and American forces. 
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The President, who had the whole matter much at heart, sent a 
memorandum on February 21, 1944? to Under Secretary Stettinius, 
while I was briefly absent from Washington, strongly stating his own 
arguments, do not want the United States,” he said, ^'to have the 
postwar burden of reconstituting France, Italy, and the Balkans. This is 
not our natural task at a distance of 3,500 miles or more. It is definitely a 
British task in which the British are far more vitally interested than we 
are.” 

Our principal object, he pointed out, was not to take part in the 
internal problems in southern Europe ‘^but is rather to take part in elimi- 
nating Germany at a possible and even probable cost of a third World 
War.” He said the British argument about the difficulties of transferring 
our forces from a French front to a northern German front — ^what was 
called ^'leap-frogging” — ^was “specious” because, no matter where British 
and American troops were on the day of Germany’s surrender, it was 
physically easy for them to go anywhere, north, east, or south. 

“I have had to consider also,” he said, “the ease of maintaining 
American troops in some part of Germany. All things considered, and 
remembering that all supplies have to come 3,500 miles or more by sea, 
the United States should use the ports of northern Germany — ^Hamburg 
and Bremen — and the ports of The Netherlands for this long-range opera- 
tion.” 

He therefore thought that the American policy should be to occupy 
northwestern Germany, the British to occupy the area from the Rhine 
south and also be responsible for the policing of France and Italy if this 
should become necessary. 

As for the long-range security of Britain against Germany, he com- 
mented, this was not a part of the first occupation period, and the British 
would have plenty of time to work that out, including Helgoland, air- 
fields, and the like. “The Americans by that time,” he said, “will be only 
too glad to retire all their military forces from Europe.” 

He concluded by saying: “If anything further is needed to justify 
this disagreement with the British lines of demarcation, I can only add 
that political considerations in the United States make my decision con- 
clusive.” 

These arguments were duly communicated to the British, but without 
visible effect, the President and the Prime Minister continuing at opposite 
poles on the subject. 

After Under Secretary Stettinius went to London in April, he cabled 



PLAN FOR GERMANY 1613 

me on April 14 that General Eisenhower was deeply convinced that the 
British and American zones in Germany should be combined in one Anglo- 
American zone of occupation. Eisenhower argued to Stettinius that it would 
be very difficult from a military point of view to split up in two distinct 
occupation commands, after Germany surrendered, what amounted to a 
unified combined Anglo-American command. Various combined Anglo- 
American boards were slated to direct shipping and supply for western 
Germany; and to set up each zone with its own transportation and supply 
programs id separate American and British zones would be very confus- 
ing administratively. Eisenhower’s suggestion, however, had possible po- 
litical implications that negatived its acceptance. 

In August the question of the zones again came to a head when the 
Russians indicated that they did not wish to continue discussions con- 
cerning the Allied zones of control in Germany until we and the British 
had settled the location of our respective zones. 

On August 3, i944j the President, who was on a trip to Hawaii, the 
Aleutians, and Alaska, cabled the Department asking us to inform Am- 
bassador Winant in London that he was awaiting an agreement by the 
Prime Minister that American troops would police northwestern Germany 
and would not police southern Europe. ‘‘It is essential,” he said, “that 
American troops of occupation will have no responsibility in southern 
Europe and will be withdrawn from there at the earliest practicable date. 
« « • No possible difficulty with England is foreseeable in regard to her 
naval problems in northwestern Germany. They can march hand in hand 
with the supply of our troops; but in consideration of our 3,000 miles of 
transport I want to be able to carry this out through Holland and Ham- 
burg and Bremen.” 

We cabled Winant accordingly, but it remained for the personal 
meeting of the President and the Prime Minister at Quebec to iron out 
their dffierences. The President accepted the southern section of Germany 
as the American zone of occupation, but his insistence on having the use 
of northern ports was met by assigning an enclave to us which included 
Bremen, 

On the same day, September 15, that the President sent me the 
memorandum embracing the Morgenthau'plan and the decision on the 
zones of occupation, he sent me another memorandum which informed me 
that Morgenthau had presented at Quebec, in conjunction with his plan 
for Germany, a proposal of credits to Britain totaling six and a half 
billion dollars. This might suggest to some the quid pro quo with which 
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the Secretary of the Treasury was able to get Mr. Churchill’s adherence 
to his cataclysmic plan for Germany. 

The President said in his memorandum that he had agreed that, after 
the defeat of Germany and while the war against Japan went on, Britain 
should continue to receive munitions assistance from us to the extent of 
$3,500,000,000 and other assistance of $3,000,000,000. He concurred in 
Churchill’s statement that if the United Kingdom were once more to pay 
her way it was essential that her export trade, which had shrunk to a 
very small fraction, diould be reestablished. Naturally no articles obtained 
on Lend-Lease or identical thereto would be exported or sold for profit; 
but it was essential that the United States should not attach any condi- 
tions to supplies delivered to Britain on Lend-Lease which would jeopard- 
ize the recovery of her export trade. 

This struck me amidships. It tended to shatter negotiations we had 
been conducting with the British for three years. It derogated from Arti- 
cle VII of our basic Lend-Lease agreement with Britain, signed in 1942, 
which provided that Britain would adopt a nondiscriminatory conunercial 
policy after the war, meaning that she would give up imperial tariff 
preferences. 

This whole development at Quebec, I believe, angered me as much as 
anything that had happened during my career as Secretary of State. If 
the Morgenthau plan leaked out, as it inevitably would — and shortly did 
— it might well mean a bitter-end German resistance that could cause the 
loss of thousands of American lives. 

Morgenthau returned to Washington from Quebec, while the Presi- 
dent went first to Hyde Park, where Prime Minister Churchill paid him a 
visit. Morgenthau was wildly enthusiastic over what he had accomplished, 
and came rushing to Stimson and me and others with the latest copies of 
his plans. 

1 held a meeting of the Cabinet Committee in my c^ce on September 
20 to go over these develqpments, with Morgenthau and Stimson, Harry 
White of the Treasury, Assistant Secretary of War McCloy, and H. 
Freeman Matthews of the State Department. I made no effort to hide my 
stupefaction at what the Pr^ident and Mr. Churchill, at Morgenthau’s 
insistence, had agreed to at Quebec. I considered it a tragedy for all 
concerned. I emphasized that I did not regard the matter as closed. 

Morgenthau said that the President’s invitation to him to go to 
Quebec had been a complete surprise to him, and he did not want people 
to think he had engineered it. He then went into a long explanation of 
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what had happened at Quebec. He said that Mr, Churchill had at first 
been violently opposed to the Morgenthau policy toward Germany. The 
Prime Minister had bluntly inquired whether he had been brought over 
to Quebec to discuss a scheme that would mean “England’s being chained 
to a dead body.” 

Morgenthau turned to Stimson and said, in effect, “He was even 
more angry than you, Harry.” Stimson had been as angered as I was 
over Morgenthau’s high-handed procedure in conducting negotiations at 
Quebec on a matter of primary concern to the State and War Depart- 
ments, without consultation with us; and he made no effort to conceal 
the fact. 

Morgenthau said he then took up the subject with Lord Cherwell, 
personal assistant to the Prime Minister, and apparently convinced him. 
Cherwell ‘discussed it with Churchill and won him over. The proposal 
apparently appealed to the Prime Minister on the ground that Britain 
would thus acquire many of Germany’s iron and steel markets and elimi- 
nate a dangerous competitor. Morgenthau said they then made several 
attempts to put the understanding on paper, none of which pleased the 
Prime Minister, who thereupon called in his secretary and dictated his 
understanding of what had been agreed to. This was the document 
initialed by thq President and the Prime Minister and dispatched to me 
on September 15. Morgenthau said it was drafted entirely by Mr. 
Churchill. 

Stimson asked Morgenthau point-blank whether there had been any 
connection between Churchill’s acceptance of this policy and his eager- 
ness to obtain the credits that Morgenthau was offering him. Morgen- 
thau answered No, but he said that the credits were clearly the Prime 
Minister’s principal nonmilitary objective at Quebec. 

The following day, Morgenthau said, Foreign Secretary Eden arrived 
at Quebec and became very much upset at the agreement reached by the 
President and the Prime Minister concerning Germany. Eden had a 
heated discussion with Mr. Churchill, who instructed him not to take it 
up in the War Cabinet until the Prime Minister returned, for he was bent 
on pushing it through. 

Morgenthau said he was surprised at Eden’s opposition, since he had 
gained a contrary impression when he talked with Eden in London a short 
time before. This statement disclosed to us that the Secretary of the 
Treasury, even prior to Quebec, had been discussing with British ofi&dals 
a matter of primary concern to the State and War Departments. 
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As for the credits side of the picture, Morgenthau said he had found 
the President prepared to accept the Prime Minister’s views without ques- 
tion, but that he, Morgenthau, had insisted that a committee be set up 
to work out the project. Morgenthau himself did not seem to feel that 
the committee would be any too effective in obtaining British cooperation 
toward liberal economic policy, but he felt that at least it gave us a foot 
in the door. He said that the President had not raised any question as to 
what economic policy the British should pursue in return for our assistance. 

Without cushioning my words, I said I was acutely shocked at the 
way such vital matters had been settled without any consultation with 
the appropriate experts of our Government and without any regard for the 
policy we had been trying to pursue in the past. 

While awaiting the President’s final ruling on the decisions reached 
at Quebec, representatives of the State, Treasury, and War Departmraits 
met In the War Department on September 22 to draw up an interim 
directive for Germany. After an all-day session they agreed tentadvely 
on a directive, to which I gave my formal approval a few das^s later. 
During this meeting the Treasury representatives made it plain tihat they 
expected to be consulted henceforth not only on financial matters relating 
to Germany but on all other questions as well. They said this was the 
purpose behind the establishment of the Cabinet Committee, and they also 
indicated that the views set forth in the original Treasury memorandum 
on Germany had received the President’s approval. 

I sent the President a memorandum on Septembdr 25 suggesting that 
we should have the firm agreement of the British and Soviet Governments 
to the policy he had outlined in his memorandum of September 15 before 
going any further. “We have thus far,” 1 said, “acted on the basis that 
every action followed with respect to Germany, particularly in the post- 
hostilities, period, would be on an agreed tripartite basis. It has also been 
our understandii^ that the Soviet Government has also acted on this 
general assumption, and of course the European Advisory Commissicm, 
estabfished by the Moscow Conference, was set up for the purpose of 
working out the problems of the treatment of Germany. We must realize 
that the adoption of any other basis of procedure would enormously 
increase the difficulties and responsibilities not only of our soldiers in the 
immediate military occupation period but also of our officials in the con- 
trol pariod following.” 

I concluded by saying: “Our information up to the present has been 
to the effect that the British Government no doubt has ideas of its own 
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with respect to the application of economic controls to Germany, and we 
have not yet had any indication that the British Government would be in 
favor of complete eradication of German industrial productive capacity in 
the Ruhr and Saar. We have no ideas as yet what the Soviet Government 
has in mind. Would it not be well at this time for the State Department 
to sound out the British and Russian views on the treatment of German 
industry either through the European Advisory Commission or otherwise?” 

Shortly after the President returned to Washington I went to see him 
at the White House, I took his memorandum of September 15 and the 
Morgenthau plan with me. 

I said bluntly to the President that Morgenthau’s plan was out of all 
reason, and that no eaperts, no appropriate officials of our Government or 
the President, and no other Governments had hadan3^ing to do with its 
preparation. Morgenthau’s plan, I added, would wipe out everything in 
Germany except land, and the Germans would have to live on the land. 
This meant that only 60 per cent of the German population could support 
themselves on German land, and the other 40 per cent would die. 

I remarked that with regard to the postwar treatment of Germany I 
would bear in mind two controlling points. The first was that Germany 
should be kept under military control for twenty-five or fifty years, as 
necessity might require, until she experienced an absolute change of heart 
away from all theories and notions of Nazism and the absurd idea that 
Germans were a superior race and had a right to govern other races. The 
second was that the standard of living of the German population should 
be kept below the average of neighboring populations but diould be raised 
gradually in proportion to the rate of change on their part away from 
Nazism, racial superiority, and the like, toward ideas of human rights, 
individual liberty, freedom, and peace. 

I concluded that 1 was satisfied that the British at Quebec had joined 
in on this extreme starvation plan in order to get Morgenthau*s help in 
obtaining the six-and-a-half-billion-dollar credit proposed by the Secretary 
of the Treasury. I particularly inveighed against this credit. 

For one reason, I said, negotiations with Britain should be conducted 
primarily through the State Department, the organ of the Administration 
set up to negotiate with foreign Governments. For another reason, Mor- 
genthau's proposal had attached to it no conditions whatever. There were 
numerous questions pending between us and Great Britain on which we 
should seek settlement or action, and the credits would be needed as a 
part of our bargaining position with her. Morgenthau had brushed aside 
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or ignored these considerations, and made an unconditioml offer of 
six and a half billion dollars without consulting any appropriate official 
of the Government either in the State Department or in Congress. 

I concluded that, apart from all the other serious objections, if Mor« 
genthau’s proposab became known and the President were connected 
with them, it would greatly injure him politicallv. He was then in the 
midst of the 1944 Presidential campaign. 

The President said very little during this conversation except to indi- 
cate that he had not actually committed himself to Morgenthau’s pro- 
posals. In fact, he did not seem to realize the devastating nature of the 
memorandum of September 15' to which he had put hb “O.K. — ^FJD.R.” 

I now asked my associates at the State Department to assist me in 
preparing a further memorandum for the President. This, dated September 
29, I handed te him personally on October i, and went over its major 
points with him. 

“The Cabinet Committee,” the memorandum said, “has not been able 
to agree upon a statement of American policy for the postwar treatment 
of Germany. The memorandum presented by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury b decidedly at variance with the views developed in the State Depart- 
ment. In the meantime, I have received your memorandum of September 
15, with the statements of views respecting the Ruhr, Saar, etc., and the 
conversion of Germany into an agricultural and pastoral country, which 
was formulated at Quebec. This memorandum seems to reflect largely the 
c^inions of the Secret^ of the Treasury in the treatment to be accorded 
Germany. I feel that I should therefore submit to you the line of thought 
that has been developing in the State Department on thb matter.” 

We pointed out that the instrument of unconditional surrender of 
Germany had been recommended by the European Advisory Commission 
and had been formally approved by thb Government, and we expected 
that British and Russian approval would be forthcoming. The European 
Advisory Comnussion, we continued, was going ahead on plans for tri- 
partite control machinery and military government for Germany during 
the occupation period. AH three Governments had submitted similar 
proposab. Our proposal contemplated a Supreme Authority consisting of 
the three commanding generab of the United States, United Kingdom, 
and U.S.S.R., which would coordinate Allied control of Germany and 
supervise the centralized governmental functions and economic activities 
they deemed essential. A Control Coundl, compoi^ of representatives in 
ecpial numbem from the three Allied Governments, would be estabMied 
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by the Supreme Allied Authority. It would coordinate the administration 
of military government throughout Germany, including detailed planning 
for the execution of directives received from the three Governments. 

We then set forth the objectives we had stated in the memorandum 
of September 4, such as demilitarization of Germany, dissolution of the 
Nazi Party, and control of communications, press and propaganda, and 
education. No decision should be taken on the possible partition of Ger- 
many, but we should encourage a decentralization of the German govern- 
mental structure, and if any tendencies toward spontaneous partition of 
Germany arose they should not be discouraged. 

We stated our economic objectives to be, first, to render Germany 
incapable of waging war, and, second, to eliminate permanently German 
economic domination of Europe. A shorter-term objective was to require 
the performance by Germany of acts of restitution and reparation for 
injuries done to the United Nations. 

We made five specific recommendations to achieve the first two ob- 
jectives. First, destroy all factories incapable of conversion to peaceful 
purposes and prevent their reconstruction. Second, enforce the conversion 
of all other plants to peaceful manufacture. Third, eliminate self-suffi- 
ciency by imposing reforms that would make Germany dependent upon 
world markets (that is, annul the Nazi plan of economic autarchy or 
self-sufficiency). Fourth, establish controls over foreign trade and key 
industries for the purpose of preventing German rearmament. Fifth, 
eliminate the position of power of large industriahsts and landowners. 

We concluded the memorandum by stating: ‘Tt is of the highest 
importance that the standard of living of the German people in the early 
years be such as to bring home to them that they have lost the war and 
to impress on them that they must abandon all their pretentious theories 
that they are a superior race created to govern the world. Through lack 
of luxuries we may teach them that war does not pay.” 

The following day I received from the President a memorandum he 
had written me on September 29, that is, before my talk with him on 
October i. This was by way of reply to my memorandum to him on 
September 25, and it clearly revealed that he had not realized the extent 
to which, at Morgenthau’s urging, he had committed himself at Quebec. 

"I do not think,” he wrote, “that in the present stage any good 
purpose would be served by having the State Department or any other 
Department sound out the British and Russian views on the treatment of 
German industry. Most certainly it should not be taken up with the 



i620 the memoirs of CORDELL HULL 

European Advisory Commission which, in a case like this, is on a tertiary 
and not even a secondary level. 

“The real nub of the situation is to keep Britain from going -into 
complete bankruptcy at the end of the war.” This last sentence he empha* 
sized by inking a double line alongside it. 

The press during the last week had come out with a number of 
articles indicating the drastic nature of the postwar treatment of Germany 
discussed at Quebec. This furnished Nazi propaganda agencies with won- 
derful ammunition to spur the Germans on to fight to the end. 

“Somebody,” the President said in his memorandum, “has been talk- 
ing not only out. of turn to the papers or [«c] on facts which are not 
fundamentally true. 

“No one wants to make Germany a wholly agricultural nation again, 
and yet somebody down the line has handed this out to the press. I wi^ 
we could catch and chastise him.” 

(Secretary Stimson later informed me that the President thought the 
news leak had occurred in the State Department. By showing the Presi- 
dent the article of the columnist who first came out with the story, and 
who was in close contact with certain officials in the Treasury, Stimson 
said he convinced the President that the leak had not occurred in the 
State or War Department.) 

“You know,” the President continued, “that before the war Germany 
was not only building up war manufacture, but was also building up 
enough of a foreign trade to finance rearming sufficiently and still main- 
tain enough international credit to keq> out of international bankruptcy. 

“I just cannot go along with the idea of seeing the British Empire 
collapse financially, and Germany at the same time buflding up a potential 
rearmament machine to nmke another war possible in twenty years. Mere 
inspection 'of plants will not prevent that. 

“But no one wants ‘complete eradication of German industrial pro- 
ductive capacity in the Ruhr and Saar.’ 

“It is possible, however, in those two particular areas to enforce 
rather complete controls. Also, it must not be forgotten that outside of 
the Ruhr and Saar, Germany has many ot&er areas and facilities for 
turning out large exports.” 

Turning to Russia, apropos of my insistence that the Soviet Govern- 
ment must be consulted regarding any plan for Germany, he said: 

“In regard to the Soviet Government, it is true that we have no idea 
as yet what they have in mind, but we have to remember that in their 
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occupied territory they will do more or less as they wish. We cannot afford 
to get into a position of merely recording protests on our part unless there 
is some chance of some of the protests being heeded. 

“I do not intend by this to break off or delay negotiations with the 
Soviet Government over Lend-Lease either on the control basis or on the 
proposed Fourth Protocol basis. This, however, does not immediately con- 
cern the German industrial future.” 

My conversation with the President on October i had obviated the 
need to take any action on his memorandum. This latter showed me, 
however, the line of thought he had been pursuing. In his mind the future 
of Britain was linked inversely with the future of Germany. Britain needed 
to get back her export trade after the war, but he felt that she could not 
do so if Germany were permitted to d^elop an extensive export trade in 
competition. Therefore he embraced Morgenthau^s plan. But he forgot, 
despite Churchill’s initialing of the agreement, that the British Govern- 
ment was the last to desire the conversion of Germany into a pastoral 
country, because Britain’s livelihood would be impaired if Europe’s econ- 
omy collapsed because of a wrecked Germany. 

The President’s memorandum also showed plainly that he had not 
understood the meaning of what he had agreed to at Quebec. At about 
this time Secretary Stimson had a talk with the President, from which 
Stimson drew the same conclusion. He informed me that he had thereupon 
read to the' President several sentences from the President’s memorandum 
of September 15, concluding with the phrase “looking forward to convert- 
ing Germany into a country primarily agricultural and pastoral in its 
character.” 

Stimson informed me that the President was frankly staggered at 
hearing these sentences and said that he had no idea how he could have 
initialed the memorandum, and that he had evidently done so without 
much thought. 

In any event, the President, after my conversation with him, ceased 
to embrace Morgenthau’s ideas on Germany. Three weeks after my memo- 
randum of September 29 he sent me a reply dated October 20 which he 
began by saying: “I think it is all very well for us to make all kinds of 
preparations for the treatment of Germany, but there are some matters 
in regard to such treatment that lead me to believe that speed on these 
matters is not an essential at the present moment. It may be in a week, 
or it may be in a month, or it may be several months hence- I dislike 
making detailed plans for a country whidh we do not yet occupy,” 
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He said he agreed with our proposals for the demilitarization of 
Germany and suggested they include everything having to do with air- 
craft. He was ‘^in hearty agreement” with our proposals for the dissolution 
of the Nazi Party and its affiliated organizations, and for extensive con- 
trols over communications, press, and propaganda. He agreed with our 
suggestion that no decision should be taken on the possible partition of 
Germany. With regard to our section on economic objectives, he said: “I 
should like to discuss this with the State Department in regard to some of 
the language. I agree with it in principle, but I do not know what part of 
it means. Much of this subhead is dependent on what we and the Allies 
find when we get into Germany — ^and we are not there yet.” 

Such was the situation when I left office. The American, Britidi, and 
Soviet Governments had approved an instrument of unconditional sur- 
render for Germany. They had also agreed to the plan for tripartite 
control machinery and military government of Germany. The President 
had appointed Robert D. Murphy as Political Adviser for Germany to 
General Eisenhower, with the rank of Ambassador. Work had been com- 
pleted on a directive outlining the policies to be followed in German 
territory during the period prior to surrender or the collapse of armed 
resistance. An interim directive was in preparation covering the post- 
hostilities period. 

The ideas my associates and I had stated in the memoranda of 
September 4 and 29, to which the War Department generally subscribed, 
and to which Britain and Russia later agreed, became to some degree 
those that were carried out when Germany was occupied. Nevertheless, 
Morgenthau did not cease to press his philosophy of crushing Germany 
to the dust, and his ideas had an adverse effect on the Allied program for 
that country, resulting in a more drastic plan than what we had in mind 
at the State Department prior to my resignation. The experience of several 
years' occupation of Germany, however, coupled with a realization of the 
validity of our argument that Germany's economy was interconnected 
with that of Europe, eventually required the American ancf British Gov- 
ernments to move away from Morgenthau's vengeful philosophy. 

My talk with the President on October i was my last important 
item of business in his office, I was now on the verge of the collapse that 
necessitated my resignation. 
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THE SIX AND A HALF YEARS of my tenure as Secretary 
of State up to the outbreak of war in Europe on September i, 1939, had 
been a spectacle of the futility of existing methods for maintaining the 
peace, whether by the League of Nations or by the efforts of individual 
nations working singly or together. War had come despite all the earnest 
endeavors of many nations to prevent it. And policies of neutrality had 
not served to keep nation after nation from being drawn into the vortex. 

From the moment when Hitler^s invasion of Poland revealed the 
bankruptcy of all existing methods to preserve the peace, it became 
evident to us in the State Department that we must begin almost immedi- 
ately to plan the creation of a new system. This, profiting by the failures 
of the past, had to erect a viable and practical structure by which the 
peace of the world could be successfully maintained. Thus it was that, 
in an address on which we in the State Department had worked with him, 
the President at the very outset stated on September 3, 1939, the night of 
the day Britain and France declared war on Germany: 

“It seems to me clear, even at the outbreak of this gr^at war, that 
the influence of America should be consistent in seeking for humanity a 
final peace which will eliminate, as far as it is possible to do so, the con- 
tinued use of force between nations,” 

The United States was thus committed from the very moment when 
chaos descended upon Europe to devote her influence toward developing 
a postwar world in which peace could be assured. 

In this country and elsewhere in the world, the horror aroused by 
the advent of the war almost immediately produced thoughts along the 
same line. The Council on Foreign Relations in New York proposed on 
September 12 to amplify its studies and make them available to the State 
Department. We forthwith accepted. The Federal Council of Churches 
of Christ in America and a number of other organizations made similar 
offers of help. To each we stated we should be glad to receive its views. 

From Europe we also began to garner indications that nations there, 
likewise spurred by the thought that the holocaust must not be permitted 
to occur again, were dedicating some of their energies to postwar studies. 
The British Foreign Office early organized a group of experts toward this 
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end, and Pope Pius XII on October 20, 1939, advocated the necessity 
of founding a stable international organization after the war. 

President Roosevelt’s exchanges of messages with the Pope, the 
President of the Federal Council of Churches, and the President of the 
Jewish Theological Seminary of America on December 23, 1939, were a 
step in the direction of enlisting the assistance of the churches in parallel 
endeavors for a righteous peace. 

Immediately after Hitler’s invasion of Poland, I asked my principal, 
associates in the Department to begin giving attention to long-range 
problems, and the Department’s actual work on postwar questions may be 
said to have begun about that time. In connection with this work I asked 
Leo Pasvolsky, an economist and specialist in international affairs, to 
return to the State Department and resume his position as Special As- 
sistant to the Secretary of State, from which he had retired some time 
before. His capacities were splendid, his service exceedingly valuable. I 
requested him specifically to work on long-range problems bearing on the 
postwar future. 

Late in December, 1939, after consultation with my principal asso- 
ciates, I decided to organize postwar preparations within the State 
Department and to establidi a Department committee for this purpose. 
In formulating this decision, the importance of which was manifest, I 
called to my office on December 27 Welles, R. Walton Moore (Counselor 
of the Department), Assistant Secretaries of State Berle, Messersmith, 
and Grady, Legal Adviser Hackworth, Leo Pasvolsky, Economic Adviser 
Feis, Political Adviser Hornbeck, and Chief of the European Division 
Moffat, to discuss the question with them. 

We agreed upon a memorandum outlining the work we would under- 
take. At that time I had also thought to create a special division within 
the Department to study the problems of peace and reconstruction and to 
assemble and analyze information and views with regard to international 
economic relations, territorial, political, and armaments problems, neutral 
rights and duties^ and the whole machinery of international cooperation. 
This, however, would have required a staff of Department officers, and 
our personnel were even then working night and day because of the many 
problems the war had thrust upon us. 

The committee we set up was divided into three subcommittees. One 
was to handle political problems, chiefly the organization of peace. An- 
other was to deal with the limitation and reduction of armaments. The 
third was to embrace economic problems. I stated my thought that the 
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committee should make recommendations on immediate problems arising 
from the war as well as analyze postwar questions. 

We publicly announced, on* January 8, 1940, the creation of this 
committee, called the Advisory Committee on Problems of Foreign Rela- 
tions, of which I named Welles chairman and Hugh Wilson, formerly 
Ambassador to Germany, vice chairman. The other members, in addition 
to those who had met with me on December 27, were Assistant Secretary 
of State Breckinridge Long, Political Adviser James C. Dunn, Norman 
Davis (who had so often assisted me in many valuable ways in the past) , 
and George Rublee, director of the Inter-Governmental Committee on 
Political Refugees. The chairmen of the three subcommittees were; George 
Rublee for political problems; R. Walton Moore for armaments; Pas- 
volsky for economic problems. 

The Advisory Committee had fifteen members in all. With the excep- 
tion of Davis and Rublee, it was composed entirely of Department officials. 
Because of Rublee’s illness, Welles carried on most of the work of presid- 
ing over the subcommittee for political problems. 

The President stated in his message to Congress on January 3, 1940, 
the aim with which we began to work when he said, “We can strive with 
other nations to encourage the kind of peace that will lighten the troubles 
of the world.” 

The committee undertook to study means whereby the war might be 
limited and possibly ended, the foundations of a peaceful world order 
laid, and the defense of the Western Hemisphere strengthened. The three 
subcommittees began to work intensively despite the fact that their mem- 
bers were largely Department officers already heavily engaged in other 
duties. The work in the beginning had to be informal and exploratoiy. 
Individual members presented papers outlining their views. The respective 
subcommittees considered these views and, if agreement were reached, 
sought to state them in the form of recommendations, which were con- 
sidered by the Advisory Committee as a whole and were then communi- 
cated to me. 

During the spring of 194a the political subcommittee began to con- 
sider the organization of world order after the war. Naturally it had to 
make its views tentative, because so much depended on the outcome of 
the war. Should the United Statete be a member of a world organization, 
or should we advocate regional organizations? Should the League of Na- 
tions be retained, should we join it, or should a new organization be set 
up> 
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As early as January 15, 1940, the economic subcommittee outlined 
the bases for an economic settlement that we hoped might be presented 
at a conference of neutral nations which we then had in mind. The sub- 
committee had to take into consideration the probability that, however the 
war in Europe ended, its conclusion would find many countries in de^r- 
ate economic need. Should such needs be neglected, recovery in all coun- 
tries might be retarded and social upheavals might follow that would 
seriously impair postwar reconstruction. 

On February 9 and 10 we began diplomatic conversations with 
forty-seven neutral Governments looking toward an exchange of views on 
“two baac problems connected with the establishment of a sound founda- 
tion for a lasting world peace; namely, the establishment of the bases of 
a sound international economic system, and the limitation and reduction 
of armaments.” We specified that our conversations would not involve 
present problems arising from the war. 

Our purpose in proposing this exchange was to obtain, before the 
advent of a peace conference, as definite commitments and understandings 
as possible with other nations on the basic principles of a stable interna- 
tional relationship after the war. 

More than two-thirds of the replies we received promised full coopera- 
tion. The others were reserved, particularly as to disarmament. Many 
asked that we set forth our ideas as a basis for discussion. 

The econonuc and disarmament subconunittees accordingly worked 
hard to prepare a comprehensive memorandum stating the views of this 
Government on postwar economic relations and disarmament, to be 
presented at a conference of neutrals. Since the field of their inquiry ex- 
tended to questions of interest to other Government Departments, espe- 
cially Treasury, Commerce, and Agriculture, and to the Tariff Commission 
and the Export-Import Bank, those Departments and agencies were duly 
consulted. But when Hitler invaded Scandinavia in April and the Low 
Countries and France in May, further action along these lines became im- 
practicable. 

After Wdles returned from his trip to Europe in 1940, he informed 
the Pretident and me that, important as were the territorial, political, and 
economic problenas, security was the baric problem. He thought there 
mi^t be a slight chance to restore peace if the United States and other 
neutrals prepared a practical plan of security and disarmameit upon wMch 
the major powers of Eurc^ would agree. I mj^f gdaced not the slight- 
est faith in this recommendation, briieving that Hitler was already de- 
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termined to test the might of his war machine against his ancient enemy, 
France. 

Hitler^s overwhelming victories in western Europe forced the Advisory 
Committee to consider the effects of a peace imposed by the Nazis, with 
the German system of economic autarchy extended to most of Europe and 
possibly to other continents as well. Such a peace would confront the 
United States with postwar economic problems of a totally different nature 
from those that had been discussed up to that time. To debate this and 
other issues, the economic subcommittee was thereupon constituted into 
what became known as the Inter-Departmental Group to Consider Post- 
war Economic Problems and Policies, under the chairmanship of Leo 
Pasvolsky, composed initially of representatives of the State, Treasury, 
Commerce, and Agriculture Departments. 

The political subcommittee on May 31, 1940, began to consider what 
we might have to do if Germany were victorious. It emphasized the possi- 
bility that one or more Latin American Republics might find themselves 
becoming politically dependent upon Germany because of economic neces- 
sity as Hitler organized Europe into an economic bloc. To prevent this 
the subcommittee believed the United States would have to grant export 
subsidies to the Republics thus threatened. 

The subcommittee also considered the possibility that Germany 
would demand the transfer to her of the Western Hemisphere possessions 
of the European countries she had conquered. The President and I had 
already approved the draft of a proposed joint resolution for immediate 
submission to Congress dealing with this point, and Congress passed such 
a resolution on June 18, 1940. 

The subcommittee finally dealt 'mth the possibility that Japan might 
move into the Dutch East Indies as a result of the German victory, and 
recommended that all possible preparations should be made for adequate 
defense beyond the Western Hemisphere. It also recommended that exist- 
ing legislation should be changed to enable the Allies to obtain credits in 
this country and to purchase the needed military supplies. 

The work of the political subcommittee regarding the Western Hemi- 
sphere was now merged with the work of the Americsm delegation to the 
Havana Conference (July, 1940) which I headed. At Havana, formal 
inter-American arrangements (described in Chapter 59) were made for 
the eventuality of an Axis claim for the transfer of European possessions 
in the Western Hemisphere to (Sennany. The Inter-D^artmental Group 
on Economic Problems and Policies, the principal members of which ac- 
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companied me to Havana, had meantime prepared the economic proposals 
that we put forward at the conference, embraced in a resolution on cur- 
rent and postwar economic policies and in a plan, for economic assistance 
to the Latin American countries to enable them to meet the difficulties 
caused by the war. This resolution, unanimously adopted by the twenty- 
one American Republics, was in fact the earliest official declaration by any 
group of nations with regard to postwar commercial policy. It reaffirmed 
the adherence of the Republics to liberal principles of international trade 
and stressed the desirability of conducting trade “with the entire world in 
accordance with these principles as soon as the non-American nations are 
prepared to do h'kewise.” 

Upon our return from Havana, the Inter-Departmental Group re- 
sumed its work on a broad scale. 

Early in 1941 our conaderation of postwar problems intensified. To 
forward our work in this field I created a Division of Special Research in 
the State Department, on February 3, 1941, with Leo Pasvolsky as its 
chief, and Harley Notter and Julian Wadleigh as his principal assistants. 
When the President dramatically stated the Four Freedoms in his annual 
message to Congress on January 6, 1941, the promotion of these human 
freedoms became the basis for our consideration of a future world order. 

I was able to state publicly, in an address on April 24, 1941, that the 
Department was working “at the task of creating ultimate conditions of 
peace and justice.” And again, in a radio address on May 18 , 1 said: “It 
is none too early to lay down at least' some of the principles by which 
polides must be guided at the conclusion of the war, to press for a broad 
program of world economic reconstruction, and to consider tentative plans 
for the application of those polides.” I added that: “In the final reckon- 
ing, the problem becomes one of establitiiing the foundations of an inter- 
national order in which independent nations cooperate freely with each 
other for their mutual gain — of a world order, not new but renewed, which 
liberates rather than enslaves.” 

Congress was likewise displasdng interest in postwar organization. 
Senator Elbert D. Thomas (Democrat of Utah) introduced a resolution 
to authorize the Committee on Foreign Relations to make a full study 
of all matters pertaining to the establishment of a lasting peace through- 
out the world. I wrote Senator Walter F. George, acting chairman of the 
committee, on June 7, 1941, telling him of the State Department’s work 
in that direction. 

The Atlantic Charter agreed to by President Roosevdt and Prime 
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Minister Churchill in August provided us a further basis on which to 
build our structure for a postwar world. 

Meantime the Department’s Division of Special Research was making 
headway in its exploratory and preparatory work, although by the end 
of 1941 there was only a handful of officers in the Division. I recogni 25 ed 
that this was too small a number for the vast array of problems to be 
explored, but the demands of war upon the personnel of the Department 
made a larger organization still impossible. The Division undertook, among 
many other tasks,* the compilation and analysis of all official views and 
policy commitments with regard to postwar questions, as expressed by the 
Allied and neutral Governments. Studies made by outside organizations 
were now beginning to come to the State Department and were carefully 
analyzed and considered. 

Other governments now began to approach us to learn something 
of our postwar planning. Australia informed us of the efforts she was 
making. The British Government in October, 1941, asked whether we 
desired to take part with the Allied Governments in a joint study concern- 
ing a future international juridical organization. At that time we could 
only reply that we were interested in receiving further information, but 
that, in our work, we were considering the creation of an international 
court of justice in connection with a world organization rather than as a 
problem by itself. 

Early in 1941, in connection with the establishment of the Division 
of Special Research, we had begun to consider the possibility of creating a 
broad-gauge committee on postwar problems consisting of State Depart- 
ment officials, officials of other Departments, Members of Congress, and 
distinguished private citizens. While this project was under discussion, we 
began to note numerous indications that other agencies of the Government 
were reaching out to assume responsibility for postwar planning, which we 
considered should be the function of the State Department working with 
other Departments and agencies of the Government. This was particularly 
true of the Board of Economic Defense, established on July 30, 1941. 
One of its functions was stated to be the rendering of advice to the Presi- 
dent on the relationship of defense measures to postwar economic recon- 
• struction and on steps to expedite the establishment of sound, peacetime 
international economic relationships. 

In October, 1941, Welles and I talked over with the President the 
whole problem of arrangements for postwar planning, and obtained his 
oral approval for the creation by his authority of an advisory committee 
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on postwar foreign policy, with the Secretary of State as chairman and the 
Under Secretary of State as vice chairman, along the lines of our plan 
considered earlier in the year. Under our proposal, the Division of Special 
Research, other appropriate divbions of the Department, other Depart- 
ments and agencies and cooperating nongovernment agencies would pre- 
pare research studies and draft memoranda on postwar planning under 
the aegis of this Advisory Committee, and the committee’s recommenda- 
tions to the President would be made through its chairman. Basically, this 
was a proposal to draw together the resources of the whole Government 
and of interested outside organizations toward one end. The mounting 
crisis in the Far East, however, forced us to suspend action on the plan 
for the time being. The Japanese attack was approaching. 

Within a few days after Pearl Harbor, I initiated the preparation of 
the Declaration by United Nations. Dated January i, 1942, and adhered 
to at once by twenty-six nations, it bound the United Nations together in 
a common determination to win the fight against the Axis, and support the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter, thereby providing a foundation for the 
union we hoped would come to pass after the war was over. At the time 
we were preparing this Declaration in the State Department I wrote a 
letter to the President on December 22, 1941, recalling to him the con- 
versation Welles and I had had with him in October. I enclosed a list of 
proposed members of the committee, which would be known as the Ad- 
visory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy, consisting of several officials 
of the Government and of several prominent persons from outside the 
Government with special qualifications for contributing to this work. 

The new committee, I said, would maintain close contact with all 
appropriate Departments and agencies of the Government and with such 
nongovernmental agencies as might be in position to contribute to an all- 
around consideration of the problems involved. I then stated that, since 
it was his further desire that all recommendations regarding postwar 
problems of international relations from all Departments and agencies of 
the Government be submitted to him through the Secretary of State, and 
that all conversations or negotiations with foreign Governments bearing 
on postwar problems be conducted, under his authority, by or through the 
Department of State, I should appreciate it if he would cause the heads 
of the various Departments and agencies concerned to be apprised of his 
views. 

The list of proposed members I transmitted to the President con- 
sisted of; myself as chairman; Welles as vice chairman; Norman H. 
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Davis, president of the Council on Foreign Relations and chairman of the 
American Red Cross; Myron C. Taylor, the President’s personal repre- 
sentative to the Pope; Dean Acheson, Assistant Secretary of State; Hamil- 
ton Fish Armstrong, editor of the quarterly Foreign Affairs; Adolf A. 
Berle, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State; Isaiah Bowman, president of 
Johns Hopkins University; Benjamin V. Cohen, general counsel, National 
Power Policy Committee; Herbert Feis, State Department Adviser on 
International Economic Relations; Green H. Hackworth, Legal Adviser; 
Harry C. Hawkins, Chief of the Division of Commercial Policy; Mrs. 
Anne O’Hare McCormick, editorial staff, the New York Times; and Leo 
Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State and Chief of the 
Division of Special Research. 

Within a week the President sent this letter back to me after having 
written on it: “I heartily approve. — F. D. R.” 

We were now launched on our postwar work with a definite and 
prominent committee organized under Presidential authority. Our juris- 
diction was clear, and the field was open for truly constructive achieve- 
ment. 



117 : Roosevelt-Churchill Ideas 


WHEN THE Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy 
began its work in 1942, the United States was at war, the entire popula- 
tion was intensely concerned with the outcome, and virtually every 
American had already begun to think in terms of avoiding a recurrence 
of such bankruptcy in international relations. 

Even as a neutral we had been convinced that we would have an 
important role to play in the eventual peace conference. But as one of the 
mightiest of the belligerents, we now knew that we could strongly influ- 
ence the creation of any international organization to maintain the peace. 
And because of this increased influence we recognized that our responsibil- 
ities for adequate, wise, and careful planning for the postwar world were 
correspondingly greater. Moreover, the war had by now become so destruc- 
tive and so vast in its extent, embracing almost the whole world, that we 
realized that the work of building anew after it was over would be im- 
measurably igiugmented. 

The Advisory Committee first met in the office of Under Secretary 
Welles on February 12. It decided that it should not merely provide the 
President with information on postwar problems, but also submit definite 
recommendations to him, rfnce his time was so taken up with grave war 
problems. Because the first months after Pearl Harbor were black with 
defeat and retreat in the Far East, the committee decided to keep its 
existence secret for the time being lest publicity on our postwar studies 
tend to impair the public's realization that a long, hard fight would be 
necessary before victory could be won. The committee discussed whether 
its work should be confined to the postwar field or should also cover 
problems connected with the war. I later decided that the committee 
should devote itself entirely to postwar problems, leaving current ques- 
tions to the State and other Departments. 

The committee agreed to set up six regular and three special sub- 
committees, in political, security, and economic fields, and one to coordi- 
nate the work and maintain contact with private organizations engaged in 
postwar studies. The Advisory Committee itself would deliberate on the 
recommendations prepared by the subcommittees and then would submit 
its views to me. Usually I would transmit views to the President. The 
work of the subcommittees would be coordinated through Leo Pasvolsky, 

X634 
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who was made Executive Officer of the Advisory Committee and its Direc- 
tor of Research. 

There was a subcommittee on political problems, under Welles first 
and later myself; one on security presided over by Norman Davis; one 
on territorial problems under Isaiah Bowman; and two economic sub- 
committees under Dean Acheson and Adolf Berle, which later were com- 
bined into a single committee on postwar foreign economic policy headed 
by Myron C. Taylor. There was also a special subcommittee on inter- 
national organization under Welles; one on legal problems under Green 
Hackworth, and one, under Hamilton Fish Armstrong, to considef prob- 
lems of possible European federation. 

Shortly after the establishment of the Advisory Committee we began 
to increase the number of its members to obtain the benefit of additional 
ability and to give representation to major points of view, particularly 
political points of view. Eventually the Advisory Committee itself included 
forty-five members enlisted from the public, the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, the State, War, Navy, and other Departments, the 
White House staff, the Library of Congress, and other Government agen- 
cies. 

My first concern was to make the membership of the committee ab- 
solutely nonpartisan, and to give Republicans as well as Democrats ade- 
quate representation. Right from the beginning I was determined that the 
mistakes made in 19 19-1920, which led to the United States’ holding aloof 
from the League of Nations, should not recur, I resolved to do all that 
I could to get the Republican Party as well as the Democratic Party 100 
per cent behind the creation of an international organization to maintain 
the peace, in which the United States would be a full-fledged member. 

The first of the invitations I sent out to new members, after consulta- 
tion with the President, were addressed on May 27, 1942, to Senator Tom 
Connally, Deniocrat of Texas, and Senator Warren R. Austin, Republican 
of Vermont, respectively the chairman and a minority member of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations. Austin later became the United States 
Representative to the United Nations organization. 

Later I invited Senators Walter F. George, Democrat of Georgia, 
Elbert D. Thomas, Democrat of Utah, and Wallace H. White, Republican 
of Maine, to join. I sent invitations likewise to a number of Representa- 
tives of both parties: Sol Bloom, Democrat of New York; Charles A. 
Eaton, Republican of New Jersey; and Luther A. Johnson, Democrat of 
Texas, Still later, Senators Scott W. Lucas and Claude Pepper, and Repre- 
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sentatives Schuyler Otis Bland, J. Hardin Peterson, Richard J. Welch, 
Alfred Bulwinkle, and Charles A, Wolverton were invited to take part in 
the work of special committees set up under the Advisory Committee. 

By agreement with the President, I invited many other eminent 
Americans to join the Advisory Committee. Among them were James T. 
Shotwell of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Brooks 
Emeny, director of the Foreign Affairs Council, Cleveland, Ohio; William 
Green, president of the American Federation of Labor; Philip Murray, 
president of the Congress of Industrial Organizations; Walter Reuther, 
United Automobile Workers; and Eric Johnston, president of the United 
States Chamber of Commerce. 

Harry White of the Treasury, Major General George V. Strong, and 
Admiral Arthur J. Hepburn, representing respectively Secretaries Morgen- 
thau, Stimson, and Knox, shortly became members. Two members of the 
President’s staff, David K. Niles and Lauchlin Currie, were included, along 
with Archibald MacLeish, Librarian of Congress. 

I rigidly kept down the number of State Department officials who 
were members of the committee, since this was designed to be a national 
committee advisory to the President through the Secretary of State. Vari- 
ous officers of the Department, however, were constantly assisting the 
committee and its subcommittees in their work. Many other officials of 
various Departments and agencies of the Government also took part in 
specialized discussions. In general, the whole resources of the Government 
were at our disposal, and we made full use of them. 

An enormous amount of extremely valuable work was done by the 
various subcommittees. The one on territorial problems explored meticu- 
lously and comprehensively every aspect we could imagine of postwar 
territorial problems and adjustments, as well as problems of regionalism 
and dependent areas. The economic committee formulated far-reaching 
plans for postwar economic policies and for the creation of international 
agencies in the field of economic and social problems. The security com- 
mittee canvassed thoroughly the various phases of postwar security ar- 
rangements such as the regulation of armaments. The political committee, 
in addition to much other work, was the principal one devoting attention 
to plans for the establishment of a postwar world organization for the 
maintenance of peace and security and for the promotion of general co- 
operation among nations. 

Since the only phase of our postwar planning that actually came to 
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full fruition before I retired from the Department was that which related 
to an international organization, I shall devote most of my attention to that 
problem, which in my thinking was always the central and decisive prob- 
lem of the postwar future. 

Within two months after the Advisory Committee, with Welles pre- 
siding,* began to meet, it had considered the creation of an interim inter- 
national political organization during the war, without waiting for the 
peace, so that, in contrast with what occurred in the First World War, we 
should have machinery ready before hostilities ceased. This body, to be 
known as the United Nations Authority, would consist of representatives 
not only of the four major powers — ^the United States, Great Britain, Rus- 
sia, and China — ^but, in some manner, of all the other United Nations, so 
that all nations would feel they had a voice in the organization. 

The committee likewise considered the creation of an International 
Relief Council, composed of representatives of the United Nations, the 
head of which would be an American. The committee believed that, while 
it was true that the United States would have to bear the main burden 
of relief, it should do so on an international basis, in cooperation with 
other nations. It was thought that early action toward the creation of this 
Council would contribute to the war effort by giving greater substance to 
the concept of the United Nations and might serve as an experiment with 
regard to the organization of a United Nations Authority. 

The committee disapproved the idea of using relief for political pur- 
poses, It agreed that for reasons of morale the peoples of the occupied 
countries should be informed as soon as possible that the United Nations 
were conferring on how to extend them relief. It was accordingly agreed 
that the United States should take the initiative toward the formation of 
the International Relief Council as soon as possible. 

When I met with the Advisory Committee on May 21, 1942, I ex- 
pressed anxiety over the influences that inevitably would bring their forces 
to bear against the constructive views for the peace settlement and world 
improvement contemplated by the committee. 

^‘Such special interest groups and influences,” I said, ^‘constitute 
perhaps the greatest threat that the committee faces, and undoubtedly 
the best program the committee can devise will be attacked. We need to 
make better preparation for world peace than was made at the close of 
the First World War. Even then the chances are only about one to two 
or three that a sound peace can be carried to fruition. It is of the utmost 
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importance to have the informed support of the American public behind 
us.” 

Two months later I publicly stated the gist of our postwar thinking 
when, in my radio address of July 23, 1942 , 1 said: “It is plain that some 
international agency must be created which can — by force, if necessary — 
keep the peace among nations in the future. There must be international 
cooperative action to set up the mechanisms which can thus insure peace. 
This must include eventual adjustment of national armaments in such 
a manner that the rule of law cannot be successfully challenged, and that 
the burden of armaments may be reduced to a minimum.” 

Having laid out the general framework for its studies, the Advisory 
Committee ceased to meet as a whole. Its work of reviewing the findin|s 
of the subcommittees then largely devolved upon the Subcommittee on 
Political Problems, of which Welles was chairman. He continued as its 
chairman until January 30, 1943, when I took it over. Though I had not 
been participating in this subcommittee’s meetings, I had k^it in close 
touch with its work from the beginning and had had numerous confer- 
ences with its individual members. The whole war and possible postwar 
atuation apeared to me such that a stage had been reached where we 
should begin to arrive at definite decisions, and that I should therefore 
take charge. 

In the same month, we decided to expand the research staff and re- 
organize the Division of Special Research into a Division of Political 
Studies, with Harley Notter as Chief, and a Division of Economic Studies, 
with Leroy Steinbower as Chief, both functioning under the direction 
of Leo PasvoMy. 

The Pohtical Subcommittee and the special subcommittees continued 
intensive studies throughout the spring of 1943. Their considerations 
ranged from the preparation of an international bill of rights and the 
creation of a war crimes commission, to the future organization of the 
Southwest Pacific, a plan of international trusteeship for d^endent 
peoples, and the creation of a general international organization. 

On the question of trusteeship, the Political Subcommittee first sug- 
gested that a trusteeship plan should be drawn up to include all colonial 
tenitories.' Subsequently, for obvious reasons of political feasibility, it 
concluded that a trusteednp system should be set up under the interna- 
tional organization to include only the Axis dependencies and the terri- 
tories mandated by the League of Nations. The subcommittee recom- 
mended that regional councils for dependent areas be created, under the 
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general international organization. The dependent areas would be adminis- 
tered, under the supervision of a regional council, either by international 
agencies or by individual trustee states. It agreed that the United States 
should restrict her trusteeship responsibilities mainly to the Western 
Hemisphere and the Pacific. 

The Political Subcommittee believed that the United States should 
not fix a minimum postwar program but should rather set forth a maxi- 
mum program of sound international relations. We sought to plan an ideal 
settlement which we should try to attain with other nations as fully as 
possible. Our discussions were based upon our belief in absolute victory 
by the United Nations and in cooperation by the United Nations after the 
war. Although we considered international security our supreme objective, 
we also maintained that its attainment must dovetail with principles of 
justice so that it would last. We believed that the American people would 
support whatever American participation was needed to maintain inter- 
national peace and security. We further believed that Russian cooperation 
on the principal international problems was essential and could be ob- 
tained. 

Our discussions were marked by informality, and I made it clear that 
the members were not required to make commitments, nor- were they 
bound by any views they might express. This particularly was the case 
with members of the Senate and House of Representatives from both 
political parties who were members of the committee. 

We kept the President informed of the progress of our discussions at 
all times. Welles or I frequently saw him in this connection, and we sent 
him many drafts, particularly those in the fields of an international or- 
ganization, trusteeship, and the treatment of Germany. In turn we passed 
on to the committee the President's views expressed to us. 

In the spring and summer of 1943 the Political Subcommittee re- 
solved a number of basic questions that still remained. As to whether 
to revive the League of Nations or set up a new international organiza- 
tion, we decided in favor of the latter. The Political Subcommittee had 
appointed a Special Subcommittee on International Organization, with 
Welles as chairman, which 'concentrated on working out the prospective 
bases for such an organization. This work began on October 23, 1942, and 
resulted in the preparation by March 26, 1943, of a draft of a proposed 
charter for an international organization. 

While this draft contained many good features it leaned ' rather 
strongly in the direction of regionalism by providing that the Executive 
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Council of the proposed organization would consist of eleven members, of 
whom only the four major powers, as permanent members, would be 
represented as individual nations. The other seven members would each 
represent a region of the world rather than any individual nation. In this 
respect the draft reflected Welles's influence, since he was a convinced 
advocate of regional organization. 

When these plans were brought to my attention in the Political Sub- 
committee, I could not go along with the regional feature; hence I started 
the subcommittee upon a detailed consideration of international organiza- 
tion in the spring of 1943 on the basis of fundamental issues rather than 
on the special subcommittee's draft. The subcommittee, after thorough 
discussion, expressed itself as being overwhelmingly in favor of a u nivers al 
rather than a regional basis for an international organization. 

< With respect to regionalism, Welles echoed the ideas of President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill. In the spring of 1943 both the 
President and the Prime Minister were convinced that after the war the 
world should be organized on a regional basis. The nations in certain 
geographical regions would band together to maintain the peace in those 
areas. There might be an international organization, but it would do little 
more than coordinate the work of the regional organizations. I, along with 
most of my associates in and out of the State Department, except Welles, 
argued on the other side; namely, that we should have a strong world 
organization which would be supreme over any regional associations, and 
that the latter should not be constituted in such a way as to interfere with 
the authority or work of the general organization. 

Mr. Churchill stated his ideas to the President in a long message 
dated February 2, 1943, which he entitled ‘^Morning Thoughts: Note on 
Post-War Security.” Mr. Roosevelt gave me a copy. 

After commenting that it was the intention of the chiefs of the United 
Nations to create a world organization for the preservation of peace based 
upon the concepts of freedom and justice and the revival of prosperity, the 
Prime Minister came at once to his own idea. As part of this organization, 
he said, an instrument of European Government would be established em- 
bodying the spirit of the League of Nations but not subject to its weak- 
nesses. The units forming this body would be not only the great nations 
of Europe and Asia Minor; there was obvious need also for a Scandina- 
vian bloc, a Danubian bloc, and a Balkan bloc, 

A similar instrument, Mr. Churchill went on, would be formed in the 
Far East with different membership, and the whole would be held together 
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by the' fact that the victorious Powers continued fully armed, especially 
in the air, while imposing complete disarmament upon the guilty. 

No one, he said, could predict with certainty that the victors would 
never quarrel amongst themselves, or that the United States might not 
again retire from Europe; but after the experiences which all had gone 
through, and their sufferings and the certainty that a third struggle would 
destroy all that was left of the culture, wealth, and civilization of man- 
kind and reduce us to the level almost of wild beasts, the most intense 
effort would be made by the leading powers to prolong their honorable 
association and win for themselves a glorious name in human annals by 
their sacrifice and self-restraint. 

Great Britain, he concluded, would certainly do her utmost to organ- 
ize a coalition of resistance to any act of aggression committed by any 
power. He believed that the United States would cooperate with Britain 
and even possibly take the lead of the world, on account of her numbers 
and strength, in the good work of preventing such tendencies to aggres- 
sion before they broke out in open war. 

During Foreign Secretary Eden^s visit to Washington in the latter 
half of March, 1943, Mr. Churchill made a radio address in which he 
came out publicly for regional organizations in Europe and the Far East, 
while assigning only a vague and secondary role to an over-all world or- 
ganization. 

When Mr, Churchill came to the United States in May, 1943, he 
presented these ideas earnestly to the President and to other members of 
the Government. Saying that the first preoccupation in discussions of a 
postwar structure should be to prevent future aggression by Germany and 
Japan, he contemplated an association of the United States, Great Britain, 
and Russia. If the United States wanted to include China he was perfectly 
willing, although China was not comparable to the other three. 

Subordinate to this world council, he believed, there should be three 
regional councils, one each for Europe, the Orient, and the American 
hemisphere. The European council, he thought, might consist of some 
twelve states or confederations- He wanted a strong France re-created be- 
cause the prospect of having no strong country on the map of Europe be- 
tween England and Russia was not attractive. The European council 
would have its own high court and armed forces. 

In the regional council for the Americas, Mr. Churchill thought 
Canada would naturally be a member and would represent the British 
Commonwealth. 
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In the regional council for the Pacific he supposed Russia would 
participate. He thought it possible that Russia, when the pressure on her 
western frontiers had been relieved, would turn her attention to the Far 
East. 

Mr. Churchill’s view was that the regional councils would be subor- 
dinate to the world council, and that members of the world council would 
sit on the regional councils in which they were directly interested. He 
hoped that the United States, in addition to being represented on the 
American and Pacific regional councils, would also be represented on the 
European council. 

He added that to the four Powers on the world council there should 
be added other members by election in rotation from the regional councils. 
His central idea of the international structure was that of a three-legged 
stool — the world council resting on three regional councils. 

He concluded that he attached great importance to the regional prin- 
ciple, because it was only the countries whose interests were directly 
affected by a dispute that could be expected to apply themselves with 
sufficient vigor to secure a settlement. Only vapid and academic discussion 
would result from calling in countries remote from a dispute. 

In July, 1943, the British Government proposed to us and to the 
Soviet Government the creation of a European commission to coordinate 
the execution of surrender or armistice terms imposed on the enemy and 
also to assume far-reaching functions with regard to long-range European 
arrangements in the fields of security and economic integration. After 
giving this considerable study in the State Department and after con- 
ferring with the President, I replied that we could agree to the creation 
of such a body for dealing with the terms to be imposed on the enemy, but 
we opposed entrusting to such a body long-range peacetime functions. We 
took this up at the Moscow Conference in October and agreed to create 
the European Advisory Commission with functions limited to the formula- 
tion of terms of surrender and plans for their execution. 

President Roosevelt agreed in general with the Prime Minister’s re- 
gional ideas. During the spring of 1943 I found there was a basic cleavage 
between him and me on the very nature of the postwar organization. 

The President favored a four-power establishment that would police 
the world with the forces of the United States, Britain, Russia, and 
China. All other nations, including France, were to be disarmed. He felt 
that the four nations had functioned well together during the war, and 
he wanted this relationship to continue. He believed in the efficacy of 



KOOSEVELT-CHURCHILL IDEAS 


1643 


direct personal contact between Churchill, Stalin, Chiang Kai-shek, and 
himself, and he thought that this direct relationship among the chiefs of 
the four nations would result in efficient future management of the world. 

At that time he did not want an over-all world organization. He did 
favor the creation of regional organizations, but it was the four big powers 
that would handle all security questions. 

On the economic side he favored the creation of entirely separate 
functional agencies. It was on this basis that, at his insistence, a plan was 
developed early in 1943 for the convocation of the Hot Springs, Virginia, 
conference on food and agriculture, and for the holding of similar con- 
ferences on other economic matters with a view to creating a series of 
uncoordinated functional agencies. While I favored the creation of such 
specialized agencies, I differed with the President in that I thought it was 
also necessary to have some sort of over-all agency of coordination in the 
whole field of economic and social cooperation, such as the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council which lately came into being. 

When I called on the President to discuss questions concerning the 
international organization, I frequently took to the White House some 
of the men who were working with me on these matters, particularly 
Myron C. Taylor, Isaiah Bowman, Norman Davis, James C. Dunn, Green 
Hackworth, and Leo Pasvolsky. We argued with the President to induce 
him to change his ideas, but for some time without avail. 

On one occasion we asked: ‘^Aren’t you at least in favor of a world 
secretariat? Well need some such organization to handle international 
conferences.” 

He laughed as he said: “I’ll give you the Pentagon or the Empire 
State Building. You can put the world secretariat there.” 

As this trend toward regionalism seemed to me to be assuming a 
strength that might imperil the future postwar organization, I asked our 
postwar political subcommittee to give it special study. In the conversa- 
tions that ensued among us we fully agreed on the necessity of a universal 
international organization, as opposed to regional organizations, although 
regional associations of the Pan American t3^e should of course continue 
and be brought into a proper relationship with the world organization. 

We admitted that regional organizations had certain advantages. 
They could facilitate peaceful adjustments locally. If their members ac- 
cepted certain principles, the regional organization might be in advan- 
tageous position to apply them. Such an organization would provide polit- 
ical, economic, and legal buffers between the nations and the umversal 
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organization to absorb the shock of various local controversies. It would 
give the universal organization greater freedom to carry out its wider 
functions. And, if a great power crippled the universal organization by 
leaving it, the regional organizations would offer something to fall back 
upon. 

But it seemed to us that their disadvantages far outweighed their ad- 
vantages. We argued that regional organizations such as Mr. Churchill 
proposed would profoundly change the functions of the universal organiza- 
tion. The latter might then have to deal with groups of nations rather than 
with individual nations. 

As regional organizations became solidified, we thought, it might be 
possible that conflicts would spring up, not between nations but between 
regions. And the universal organization might find itself incapable of 
dealing with such conflicts. It would be easier for the proposed United 
Nations organization to deal with a nation alone than with a nation tied 
into and supported by a region. ♦ 

We felt that a regional organization by its very nature set up a special 
relationship between the one or two great powers and the small states in 
that region. In the United States’ relationship with the American Repub- 
lics in the Pan American system we, at least under the Roosevelt Adminis- 
tration, had exercised economic and other self-restraint; we had not sought 
to set up preferential arrangements in the Western Hemisphere or to 
dominate the economies of the other Republics. But such self-restraint 
might not be exercised by a great power in another region, and there 
might develop, in consequence, closed trade areas or discriminatory sys- 
tems. These would defy the universal orgamzation, induce the creation 
of similar systems in other regions, and produce serious interregional 
economic conflicts, with dangerous political repercussions. 

From the particular point of view of the United States we could see 
many objections to international organization on a regional basis. If we 
participated in the European and Pacific councils we might have thrust 
upon us the undesirable role of mediating between the other dominating 
powers in those regions, or we might be used by one against another. 

If we were represented on the European council, the Latin American 
Rq^ublics might feel that we were representing them in Europe without 
having been so chosen. 

Further, would we, who had not looked with favor on the participa- 
tion of European nations in the Pan American Conferences even as ob- 
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servers, be content to see European or Asiatic powers participating in a 
Western Hemispbeise council? 

We questioned, too, whether the Latin American Republics would 
want to see the creation of a council of the Americas, in which the United 
States might officially have to act as the dominant member. 

We did not think that the people of the United States would support 
this country’s participation in a European council and a Pacific council, 
in addition to a Western Hemisphere council, and also in a universal or- 
ganization. We felt that the American people were more ready to take 
responsibilities in a world organization than in any regional plan except 
perhaps one embracing this hemisphere. ^jMoreover, the latter alternative 
would be ,a haven for the isolationists, who could advocate all-out United 
States cooperation in a Western Hemisphere council on condition that we 
did not participate in a European or Pacific council. 

In general, however, we did not oppose regional and other special 
arrangements supplementary to the general international organization so 
long as these did not infringe on the-powers we thought should reside in 
the world-wide association of nations. We recognized the freedom of action 
of small nations to make such regional arrangements among themselves 
as might be to their mutual advantage. As an example, we viewed with 
sympathy the plans for an Arab union, particularly in the economic and 
social field. We had made clear our desire to see the Pan American system 
of cooperation continued and strengthened in the postwar period as part 
of the general plan for international cooperation. 

It was my view that, subordinate to the world organization and 
within its framework, groups of nations located in a given area might with 
entire consistency carry forward the policies we had adopted in our struc- 
ture of Pan American cooperation, provided they did not go further than 
the Pan American system. The American Republics had agreed to consider 
any danger or threatened danger to any American nation from outsicle 
the hemisphere as a danger to all of them, and to cooperate in meeting it. 
Under a continuance of this policy after the creation of a world organiza- 
tion, the American Republics would proceed to deal with such danger 
locally, while simultaneously bringing the matter before the council of 
the universal organization, and cooperating within the framework of that 
body. When a house catches fire, the nearest neighbors hasten there with 
the common objective of putting out or preventing the ^read of the fire 
until the Fire Department, which has been instantly notified, can arrive 
on the scene. 
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I could see no reason for a clash between the council of the world 
organization and a regional system of the Pan Am<iffiean type in these 
circumstances. Both the council and the local organization would have 
common purposes, the maintenance of peace. The world organization 
would in the end be supreme. 

I recalled the simultaneous efforts made by the League of Nations 
and the Pan American Conference at Montevideo and also by groups of 
American Republics to stop the Chaco War. The American Republics 
nearest the Chaco conflict, and also the United States, made earnest efforts 
to halt the fighting. Meantime the world organization at Geneva had sent 
a commission posthaste to the site of the war to exercise its influence and 
cooperative efforts toward the same end. The Montevideo Conference and 
the League Commission cooperated fully, understandingly, and in the most 
effective way possible to find means of ending the conflict. There was 
complete harmony of purpose and effort on the part of the world organiza- 
tion at Geneva and the American nations, and there was no interference 
and no need for interference with the supremacy of the world organiza- 
tion. 

The more advanced regional ideas of President Roosevelt and Prime 
Minister Churchill, however, might lead to questions of balance of power, 
and regional organizations of the type they envisaged might deal arbi- 
trarily with one another and in the internal affairs of their members, 
whether by military force or economic pressure or their equivalent. This 
would open the door to abuses and the exercise of undue privileges by 
greedy, grasping nations possessing great military and economic strength. 

In various meetings at the White House, my associates and I pre- 
sented these arguments to the President with all the force we could. As 
summer arrived he began to turn toward our point of view. 

He thereupon agreed with our draft of the Four-Nation Declaration 
which I handed Eden at the first Quebec Conference and then presented 
and had adopted at the Moscow Conference in October, 1943. Despite his 
earlier views, Mr, Churchill did not object to the Four-Nation Declaration. 
This expressed the agreement of the four major nations on the necessity 
of establishing at the earliest practicable date ^^a general international 
organization, based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all peace- 
loving states, and open to membership by all such states, large and small, 
for the maintenance of international peace and security.” 

We had originally couched this declaration in the form of a treaty, 
but changed over to the declaration form for obvious reasons. A treaty 
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would require ratification by the signatory governments. A declaration 
required no ratification, would come into effect at once, and would have 
the immediate result of convincing the peace-loving nations that the 
governments of the four major powers were in agreanent among them- 
selves that a general international security organization should be created. 

The emphasis was now on a general international organization. Noth- 
ing was said of regional security organizations in the declaration, and in 
the discussions at Moscow I argued strongly against them. 

In July, 1943, I approved the setting up within the Department 6f 
a drafting group for the United Nations Charter under the direction of 
Leo Pasvolsky, to work out a new draft charter based on the views of 
the Political Subcommittee that there should be a universal rather than a 
regional basis for the world organization. The group, composed of a dozen 
staff experts, made extensive studies of the experience of the League of 
Nations and of other international agencies. During the first part of August 
this group completed a “tentative Draft Text of the Charter of the United 
Nations” and seven fundamental policy analyses, each dealing with a basic 
function of an international organization. At their heart lay the same 
broad basic ideas that were contained in the Four-Nation Declaration I 
presented at Moscow. This draft and the seven analyses formed the 
foundation for our proposals presented at Dumbarton Oaks. 

In a radio address on September 12, 1943, I ga^e public indication 
of the extent of our postwar studies. “The form and functions of the inter- 
national agencies of the future,” I said, “the extent to which the existing 
court of international justice may or may noUneed to be remodeled, the 
scope and character of the means for making international action effective 
in the maintenance of peace, the nature of international economic insti- 
tutions and arrangements that may be desirable and feasible — ^all these 
are among the problems which are receiving attention and which will need 
to be determined by agreement among governments, subject, of course, 
to approval by their respective peoples. They are being studied intensively 
by this Government and by other governments. They are gradually being 
made subjects of consultation between and among governments. They 
are being studied and discussed by the people of this country and the 
peoples of other countries. In the final analysis, it is the will of the people 
of the world that decides the all-embracing issues of peace and of human 
welfare.” 

It was on the basis of acceptance by the four signatories of the Four- 
Nation Declaration that, in my address to the joint session of Congress 


24 



THE MEMOIBS OF COSDEU HULL 


1648 

on November 18, 1943, following my return from Moscow, I declared 
that when the provisions of the Declaration were carried into effect there 
would no longer be any need “for spheres of influence, for alliances, for 
^aianrp of power or any other of the fecial arrangements through which, 
in the unhappy past, the nations strove to safeguard their security or to 
promote their interests.” 

We were now free to work wholeheartedly toward the single goal of 
establishing the United Nations organization. 



118 : Planning Intensifies 


FOLLOWmG THE MOSCOW CONFERENCE, and after 
President Roosevelt’s return from the Tehran Conference, our prepara- 
tory work on the United Nations organization intensified. The passage of 
the Connally Resolution in the Senate during my trip back from Moscow, 
following the previous passage of the Fulbright Resolution in the House, 
had cleared the path at home, while the Four-Nation Declaration of 
Moscow had cleared the path abroad. 

I had luncheon witii the President on December 21, 1943, directly 
after his return from Tehran, to discuss with him the steps that should 
next be taken. Three days previously the British Embassy had handed us 
a paper from the Foreign OflBce which suddenly raised the old question, of 
regional organizations. It argued in favor of regional security police ar- 
rangements. The nations in a given region would supply armed forces, 
naval ports, and air bases which would function under a regional supreme 
commander. Not long afterwards, however, several of my associates were 
informed that the thinking in London had shifted from regional to world- 
wide security police arrangements. 

The President and I agreed that our postwar planning experts should 
draw up our latest ideas on the international organization for Mr, Roose- 
velt’s consideration. During the next two days we worked late at the 
State Department composing this paper. It was completed and dated 
December 23, and took into account all of the work that had been done 
up to that time. 

On the following day the President stated in a radio broadcast that 
the four nations ^'are agreed that if force is necessary to keep interna- 
tional peace, international force will be applied — for as long as it may be 
necessary.” 

I sent Mr. Roosevelt on December 29 our memorandum containing 
the basic ideas that might be embodied in the constitution of an inter- 
national organization. On February 3 he gave me formal clearance to go 
ahead with our planning for the United Nations organization on the basis 
of the draft I had sent him on December 29. Practically all the points 
contained in this draft were later embodied in the proposals we submitted 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Conference. 

In the State Department we undertook, early in 1944, a general reor- 
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ganiygtinn of our work. The war had brought to the Department a vast 
not only in the number but also in the kind of, activities it was 
called upon to perform. This was particularly true in the economic and 
gnrini fields. Morcover, the progress of the war itself was making the 
' problems of the peace settlement and of the organization of the postwar 
world of much greater ui^ency. We gave these developments formal 
recognition in the administrative structure of the Department through the 
reorganization announced on January 15, whidh was planned primartiy 
by Under Secretary Stettinius. 

This reorganization brought together all the Department’s functions 
in the economic and social fields, both of a current and of a postwar char- 
acter, under two Assistant Secretaries of State. It placed the work on post- 
war political problems on a par with, though organized separately from, 
the Department’s other operations, and provided for the integration of 
these activities with the other work of the Department in the formulation 
of policy. As part of this reorganization we created the Committee on 
Postwar Programs, of which I was chairman. Under Secretary Stettmius 
vice fTiairman , and Leo Pasvolsky executive director. 

At the Moscow Conference, Eden, Molotov, and I had agreed that 
exchanges of views should take place among our Governments, in Wash- 
ington in the first instance, with regard to the establishment of the inter- 
national organizatiMi which we had envisaged in the Four-Nation Declara- 
tion. Not long after the conference, Eden began pressing me to start this 
exchange of views. On February 8 I requested James C. Dunn and Leo 
Pasvolsky to inform the British and Soviet Embassies that we should like 
to proceed with an exchange of documents setting forth the tentative 
views of each Government as to the nature and functions of the projected 
organization. 

We stated to the BritiA and Russians that we would keep the 
Chinese Government informed, but that we did not ask at that time that 
that Government be brou^t into the discussions, although we might raise 
the question later. We took this position at the request of the President, 
who thought we tiiould wait until our discussions with the British and 
the Russians had proceeded further, at which point he might send some- 
one from the State Department to China to take the matter up directly 
with Chiang Kai-shek, thus obviating the postibility that our proposals 
would be discussed by too many persons and become publicly known. 

On February 17 we handed the Briti^ and Soviet Embassies a list 
of topics on which we were preparing studies in connection with the pro- 
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posed organization. We had received a similar list from the British the day 
before. The Russians were not yet ready, but on April 5 they agreed to 
use the American and British lists as a basis for discussion. 

I devoted considerable attention in my address of April 9, 1944, to 
an international organization to maintain peace and prevent aggression. 
**Such an organization,” I said, ‘‘must be based upon firm and binding 
obligations that the member nations will not use force against each other 
and against any other nation except in accordance with the arrangements 
made. It must provide for the maintenance of adequate forces to preserve 
peace and it must provide the institutions and procedures for calling this 
force into action to preserve peace. ... It must provide for an interna* 
tional court for the development and application of law to the settlement 
of international controversies which fall within the realm of law, for the 
development of machinery for adjusting controversies to which the field 
of law has not yet been extended, and for other institutions for the de- 
velopment of new rules to keep abreast of a changing world with new 
problems and new interests.” 

I emphasized that there was no hope of turning victory into enduring 
peace unless the United States, the British Commonwealth, the Soviet 
Union, and China agreed to act together. “This,” I said, “is the solid 
framework upon which all future policy and international organization 
must be built. It offers the fullest opportunity for the development of in- 
stitutions in which all free nations may participate democratically, 
through which a reign of law and morality may arise, and through which 
the material interests of all may be advanced. But without an enduring 
understanding between these four nations upon their fundamental pur- 
poses, interests, and obligations to one another, all organizations to pre- 
serve peace are creations on paper and the path is wide open again for 
the rise of a new aggressor.” 

There was no suggestion, however, I pointed out, that the conclu- 
sions of these four nations could or should be arrived at without the par- 
ticipation of the other United Nations. 

Our experts in postwar problems were now discussing with me the 
method of initiating the establishment of the international security or- 
ganization. On April 12, 1944, they submitted to me a series of recommen- 
dations toward this end. They suggested that the foiir major nations take 
immediate steps to reach a consensus in principle on the fundamental 
features of a plan for the organization. When this consensus had been 
reached, the four nations would further agree upon the draft of a char- 
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ter. This would then be transmitted jointly by the four Governments 
to the Governments of the United Nations, the nations associated with 
them, and such other nations as the United Nations might determine. 

When a general consensus had been reached on essential features of 
the charter, the four nations would jointly convene a general conference 
for final consideration, approval, and signature of a general agreement 
embodying the charter. This conference would establish a provisional 
United Nations Council consisting of the four major nations and four 
others elected by the conference. The Council would act on behalf of all 
the signatories of the general agreement until the first meeting of the 
General Assembly following the ratification of the charter by fifteen na- 
tions including the four major ones. 

In April, Under Secretary Stettinius was in London discussing the 
postwar organization, among other topics, with Prime Minister Churchill 
and Foreign Secretary Eden. Eden proposed that Moscow be the site of 
the 'meeting that would have to be held to reach an agreement on the 
tentative charter for the international organization. He thought that hold- 
ing the conference in the Russian capital would overcome Russian sus- 
picions of Britain and the United States. He also proposed that he, Molo- 
tov and I meet at a place to be designated by me. 

I replied on April 17 that I would give consideration to Moscow as 
the meeting place for the exchange of views on the international organiza- 
tion. Molotov had, however, agreed along with Eden and me at Moscow 
that exchanges of views should take place in Washington in the first in- 
stance, and it was but natural that Washington became the eventual 
choice for the conference. 

We now drew up an outline of the provisions to be contained in a 
proposed charter, which, dated April 24, 1944, embodied the conclusions 
upon which we had been able to agree up to that point. We suggested an 
Executive Council consisting of the four major nations and four others 
elected by the General Assembly for annual terms, to have primary re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance of international security and peace. 

^ This dfaft recommended that the Council should make decisions by 
a majority vote — ^including the concurring votes of all permanent mem- 
bers — on four categories of questions. These were: the final terms of set- 
tlement of disputes; the regulation of armaments and armed forces; the 
determination pf threats to the peace, of breaches of the peace, and of acts 
obstructing nieasures for the maintenance of security and peace; and the 
institution and application of measures of enforcement. 
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Other decisions would be taken by a simple majority vote. In this 
respect we were resolved to avoid the unhappy experience of the League 
of Nations, whose -decisions required a unanimous vote of all members. 
Any member of the Council had the right in our plan to abstain from 
voting, but that nation would still be boimd by the decision. 

In previous drafts we had provided that the vote of a member of the 
Council directly involved in a dispute would not be counted, but this 
we dropped in our draft of April 24, leaving the whole question open. 
Our experts differed on this point, some maintaining that the veto power 
should not be impaired and others that the ends of justice would not be 
served by permitting a nation to vote in a case to which it was a party. 
We decided to leave the questfon for future consideration. 

To maintain security, our draft stipulated that the members of the 
international organization should undertake to supply forces and facilities 
when needed, at the call of the Executive Council. An agreement govern- 
ing the number and kind of forces and facilities to be supplied would be 
concluded among the member states at the earliest possible moment after 
the organization came into existence. 

Our draft assigned a wide range of important duties to the General 
Assembly. Among other functions, this body would, on its own initiative 
or on request of a member state, make reports on and recommendations 
for the peaceful adjustment of any situation or controversy which it 
deemed likely to impair the general welfare. It would assist the Executive 
Council, upon the latter’s request, in enlisting the cooperation of all 
states in questions of peace and security. It would elect the nonpermanent 
members of the Executive Council and judges of the International Court 
of Justice. 

We made provision in the draft for economic and social activities by 
the organization and for a possible system of trusteeship. 

A president of the general international organization was also pro- 
vided for by this draft, although the drafters had reservations as to the 
advisability of the provision. The president of the organization — ^‘'a person 
of widely recognized eminence” — ^would be elected by the General Assem- 
bly, on the nomination of the Executive Council. He would serve for two 
years, would act as chairman of the Executive Council, and would be free 
to take part in the deliberations as representing the general interests and 
purposes of the organization, though without the right to vote. He would 
open eachTiew session of the General Assembly and preside until the elec- 
tion of its president. 
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We likewise provided for a director general of the organization, who 
would be its chief administrative officer. He would be elected by the Gen- 
eral Assembly with the concurrence of the Executive Council. 

I now submitted this draft in great confidence to three of the 
ablest men in America, and probably among the best qualified to pass on 
the questions involved. They were Charles Evans Hughes, former Chief 
Justice of the United States, who had been the Republican candidate for 
the Presidency in 1916 and later served as Secretary of State; John W. 
Davis, Democratic candidate for the Presidency in 1924, and Nathan L. 
Miller, formerly Republican Governor of New York State. They were all 
eminent broad-gauge lawyers. Myron C. Taylor acted as intermediary 
between us. 

After they had studied the document, I had two long conferences with 
Mr. Hughes, and had luncheon with Mr. Davis and Mr. Miller together. 
All three signified their approval of the draft while making some useful 
suggestions. 

By this time we had held three international conferences on collateral 
problems and another was in course of preparation. These were the Food 
and Agriculture Conference at Hot Springs, Virginia, in May and June, 
1943; the Relief and IRehabilitation Conference at Atlantic City in No- 
vember and December, 1943; the International Labor Conference at 
Philadelphia in April, 1944; and the Monetary and Financial Conference 
at Bretton Woods scheduled for July, 1944. 

The State Department was not the leading department in these con- 
ferences, but we of necessity had to negotiate with other nations for their 
organization and operation, and many officials of the Department took part 
in them. The conducting of these conferences was in the hands of the 
chiefs of other departments, along with their associates and the delegates 
of other governments. Miss Frances Perkins, Secretary of Labor, con- 
ferred with me at length before the Philadelphia Labor Conference, and 
we agreed on policy and procedure. 

These conferences arrived at valuable decisions on food supply, on 
relief, on the improvement of labor standards, and on the creation of an 
international monetary fund and an international bank. To us at the 
State Department they had the additional value of serving as a barometer 
of the degree of cooperation we could expect from the other United Na- 
tions in the establishment of the postwar security organization. They 
were a rehearsal for the later, much more important conference on the 
United Nations organization itself. 
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It seemed to us wise to hold these conferences in advance of the 
conferences that would determine the structure of the United Nations or- 
ganization. In general, they embraced concrete problems such as food, 
relief, and money on which the United States individually was in position 
to be of great material assistance. These propositions were less contro- 
versial than some of those involved in the establishment of an interna- 
tional security organization. I realized that we had to prove to the people 
of the occupied areas that the major nations were taking steps regarding 
the postwar world and the handling of the immediate problems of relief, 
reconstruction, and credits. I felt that we had to convince them that we 
meant to implement the Four-Nation Declaration, that we were advance 
proponents for an orderly postwar world to the degree that programs 
could be developed during the war itself, and that cooperation among the 
United Nations did not rest solely on winning the war but also on plan- 
ning for the postwar. 

These preliminary conferences served to bring the United Nations 
together in detailed discussion, to show them the possibilities of working 
out problems through mutual debate and concession, and to get them 
accustomed to working with one another. 

The discussions concerning the formation of a United Nations secur- 
ity organization, however, embraced security problems which involved 
special responsibilities on the part of the four major powers that would 
have to provide the force to keep the peace. It was not therefore possible 
to envisage a general conference of the United Nations on this objective 
until a basis of agreement had been reached among the four major nations* 
The time had now come for us to approach the three others, Russia, 
Britain, and China, so that concrete steps could be taken toward the crea- 
tion of the new ’organization. But before going to the houses of others we 
had to make sure that our own house was in order. We first had to be cer- 
tain that Congress was with us, kst the tragedy of the League of Nations 
occur again. 
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JUST AT THE TIME when our formative work in preparing 
for a United Nations organization was forging ahead in 1944, this nation 
was thrown again into a presidential campaign. After years of striving to 
maintain our foreign policy on a nonpartisan basis, it seemed to me im- 
perative to concentrate during this presidential year on an effort to keep 
the discussions concerning the postwar organization out of politics. If that 
organization became a political issue it might well suffer the fate of the 
League of Nations in the Senate in 1919. 

As a member of the Executive Committee of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee during the years prior to 1928, I had made a special 
effort to observe the efficacy of various peace arrangements. This under- 
lined to me the crucifying consequences of injecting partisan politics into 
any peace movement. 

As a result, ever since my entry into the State Department in 1933 , 1 
had taken numerous steps to prevent politics from coming into the De- 
partment and our foreign policies. My endeavors to achieve nonpartisan- 
ship in foreign affairs went along two lines. The first was to keep foreign 
relations from becoming a battleground of politics. The second was to 
keep related domestic issues that dovetailed with foreign affairs from 
being dragged onto the same battleground. This was particularly true of 
the trade agreements program, where I sought the support of both parties, 
and where both assistance and opposition to the program frequently 
departed from party lines. 

I had also gone out of my way to maintain friendly relations with the 
Legislative Branch of the Government, to consult with Senators, Repre- 
sentatives, and other leading members of both major parties, as well as 
with editors and writers, and to keep them as fully iirformed as possible. 
Following the outbreak of war in Europe on September i, 1939 , 1 intensi- 
fied this practice, and I heightened it still more following Pearl Harbor. 
I.madt Assistant Secretary of State Breckinridge Long the liaison officer 
between the State Department and Congress, with the task of keeping in 
touch with Republican as well as Democratic Senators and Representa- 
tives. His broad political experience of several decades was of great value 
to us. Then in 1944 I determined to bring our nonpartisan practice to a 
head. 
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The President was fully behind me in my efforts to maintain cordial 
relations with the House and Senate, particularly their committees deal- 
ing with foreign affairs, but he was skeptical that I could achieve a 
nonpartisan agreement with the Republicans which they would keep. He 
had expressed this skepticism to me when I began calling in Republican 
Congressional leaders and going over our foreign policy with them in 
detail. When I made the agreement of August, 1944, with the Republican 
leaders that the world organization and the necessity for United States 
participation in it should not form a battleground of the 1944 campaign, 
as I shall narrate later, he again said he was skeptical. I asked why. He 
said in effect: You ’ll see. They won’t keep the agreement. They’ll make 
a campaign out of foreign affairs.” 

Nevertheless, he was not opposed to my making the nonpartisan ap- 
proach, and I accordingly went ahead. 

I was trying strongly to keep Congress, and the country as well, 
fully in the picture in international agreements. I had spoken to a joint 
session of Congress following my return from the Moscow Conference. In 
the autumn of 1943, jafter the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Agreement was’ reached with forty-three other nations, members of the 
Senate objected to the accord being promulgated as an executive agree- 
ment rather than as a treaty. My associates thereupon met with a sub- 
committee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to rewrite the 
agreement so that it could be submitted to both branches of Congress as 
part of a joint resolution of authority for appropriations. 

On January 30, 1944 , 1 appeared on a radio program with Senators 
Connally and Vandenberg, Speaker Sam Rayburn and Long, with Richard 
Harkness representing the public, I was then able to say that Rayburn, 
Connally, Vandenberg, and I were in complete agreement that effective 
cooperation in foreign affairs between the Executive and Legislative 
branches of the government was indispensable. 

Two months later our dose contact with the Senate acquired a more 
specific character. On March 22 I made a two-hour appearance before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in executive session. Senator 
Tom Connally, chairman of the committee, and fourteen other Senators 
were present. With ‘them I went very frankly through the whole gamut 
of our foreign relations, from Russia to Argentina. 

I concluded by saying that the State Department had been working 
on postwar plans for more than two years, and it was now ready to confer 
further with the committee on a number of these topics, especially an 



THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HULL 


1658 

international organization to maintain peace and security. I suggested 
that the committee name two or three Democrats and two or three Re- 
publicaps to discuss these matters informally at the State Department. I 
emphasized the need for cooperation between the Legislative and Execu- 
tive Branches in dealing with important problems relating to the war and 
the peace to come, and I remarked that in some respects I had had to 
work harder toward maintaining harmony within our nation than toward 
maintaining harmony between nations. 

The committee accepted my invitation and named four Democratic 
and four Republican members as a special committee to confer with me 
from time to time. They were Senators Connally, Barkley, George, Gillette, 
Vandenberg, La Follette, White, and Austin. Connally and Vandenberg 
both gave powerful support to an international movement to preserve 
peace, and each was to render immense service toward the future United 
Nations organization. Generally it was a notable group of Senators and 
Congressional leaders with whom I conferred from time to time during 
this period. Outstanding in ability, they backed the creation of a security 
organization in the most enthusiastic spirit. 

We held our first meeting, in my office, on April 25. I made it clear 
at the outset that this was an entirely informal meeting, and each one 
present could feel entirely free and easy, and no one would be requested 
to express an opinion, much less assume obligations, unless he wished. I 
then set forth the main points in our draft of the proposed postwar 
security organization. I emphasized that for nearly two years the work of 
study and preparation, and finally of drawing up first drafts, had been 
carried forward by the State Department under the leadership of the 
President, and that outstanding persons and officials in the Government, 
in the two Houses of Congress, and in the country, had been fully con- 
sulted on each important question under examination. I mentioned the 
names of Senators White, Austin, Connally, George, and Thomas, and 
Congressmen Bloom and Eaton, among other Members of Congress, who" 
had sat in on meetings with us for nearly a year and had contributed their 
impressions and slants of opinion. 

‘The United States,” I added, “has a tremendous responsibility both 
of leadership and of preparing a plan that will be workable. Therefore we 
are obliged to proceed in a spirit of mutual concession and avoid long 
drawn-out consideration especially of details and controversies. Otherwise 
Russia, Great Britain, and other countries will soon decide that we are 
not able to function any more than we did in 1920,” 
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I thereupon handed each Senator, in strict confidence, a copy of our 
draft for a United Nations organization, along with related documents. I 
suggested that we meet soon again to exchange views so that, if we could 
get sufficient agreement, we might then in confidence give copies to the 
British, Russians, and Chinese, and thus our proposal, along with our 
proffered leadership, would be safeguarded, and delay avoided. The Sena- 
tors agreed to meet with me the following Tuesday. 

I informed them that I had given this document to three men whom 
I described as being among the ablest and best qualified in America to 
pass on the plan advanced. I did not give their names, but they were the 
three I mentioned in the preceding chapter. Two of them were Re- 
publicans. 

During our discussion, I said that unless the large nations such as 
Russia, Great Britain, China, and the United States promptly assumed 
broad responsibilities as we came to them, it would be easy to delay until 
it was too late to organize peoples and governments behind a suitable 
postwar program. This was especially true if we waited until chaotic 
conditions arose among peoples at the conclusion of the fighting. 

I stressed the necessity for unity especially among the United States, 
Russia, and Great Britain, if this postwar international undertaking were 
to succeed. Malcontents in this country, I pointed out, were doing their 
best to drive Russia out of the international movement by constant attacks 
and criticisms largely about minor incidents or acts. Unless it was possible 
to prevail upon newspapers, commentators, and columnists to refrain 
from this line of activity which during the past two months had greatly 
confused the mind of the public with regard to the more essential phases 
of the postwar situation, it would be difficult for any international under- 
taking, such as that offered by us, to succeed. I was also appealing to all 
Russian officials with whom I came into contact to refrain from similar 
activities against us from their side. 

We faced three pivotal questions, I said. The first was to keep Russia 
solidly in the international movement. The second was to develop an alert 
and informed public opinion in support of the program proposed. And 
the third was to keep the entire undertaking out of domestic politics. ^ 

That evening I telegraphed the President, who was resting in South 
Carolina, and summarized the meeting for him. I said that the Senators 
seemed intensely interested, and that at the end of the meeting the 
atmosphere was good. 

When the eight Senators met with me again, on May 2, they had read 
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and digested the draft for the United Nations organization. I said I had 
done most of the talking at the previous meeting, and now wondered if 
they had any comments to make. 

A major point was quickly raised, as one of the Senators said he 
desired to know whether we should have a good or a bad peace agreement 
before he could commit himself finally to an agency to keep the peace. 

Knowing that this was an important question probably on the minds 
of others as well, I commented that the Senate would of course pass on 
the peace treaties and therefore would itself have much to do with the 
adoption of a good or a bad peace. I then asked what we should do if the 
peace agreement were not quite to our notion. Would we abandon all idea 
of an organization to keep the peace, or would we proceed with determina- 
tion — ^as the statesmen did in bringing about the adoption of the Consti- 
tution amidst every difficulty — ^to perfect the peace and, if necessary, to 
develop further and perfect further the proposed organization to keep the 
peace? What would have happened, I inquired, if our Revolutionary 
statesmen had become discouraged because the outlook ahead for the 
preservation of freedom was not just what they desired, and if, in conse- 
quence, they had failed to establish the Government — ^which effort had, in 
fact, almost failed? 

Later in the discussion I asked the Senator if he were opposed to 
perfecting the present postwar organization proposal until he first ascer- 
tained whether we were to have a good or a bad peace. He instantly said 
that not for a moment would he fail to cooperate to perfect the document. 

Another Senator wondered about the necessity for some organization 
to keep the peace before the final peace agreement. I replied that originally 
we had discussed the creation of a temporary peace organization not very 
different from the proposed postwar organization, but that for numerous 
reasons this had not been practical. Moreover, under the Four-Nation 
Declaration of Moscow, the four major nations — Russia, Great Britain, 
China, and the United States— were already committed to consult with 
one another and, as occasion required, with any other nations that might 
be necessary, with a view to joint action for the maintenance of peace and 
security until the permanent peace organization was finally established 
and became a going concern, irrespective of when the peace treaties might 
be concluded. 

When we met again, on May 12, the view was again expressed that 
it would be unjust to the American people to commit them to support- 
ing a peace that to them might be odious, and that it therefore would be 
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well to see more fully the nature of the peace before any final commit- 
ments were made on the proposed postwar organization. 

I argued that, if We should halt our forward movement in support of 
the postwar organization proposal, the remainder of the world would 
promptly conclude that we had surrendered our leadership in the situation. 
The small nations, whicfh were looking mainly to us for leadership and 
for the championship of the basic principles involved, would at once 
become utterly discouraged. We should also run the grave risk in this 
country of bringing about a schism between the two great political parties 
on the question whether we should halt our forward movement to develop 
and secure tentative approval first from Members of Congress, next from 
the three other large nations, and iSmally from the smaller nations. 

- good peace,” I continued, “will be much facilitated by keeping 
alive the beneficial and softening doctrines and policies contained in the 
Atlantic Charter, the Moscow Four-Nation Declaration, and the Connally 
Resolution. Otherwise, when the fighting is over, there will be no program 
halfway perfected even tentatively; our leadership will be gone; and each 
country will already be preparing to hoe its own row in the future. This 
Government, however, acting through the Senate, can probably prevent a 
bad peace, and, failing that, will have nothing to do with it. We will not 
fail for the reason that we shall be supported by the small nations and 
probably by most of the large nations.” 

One of the Senators, strongly supporting my position, emphasized 
that we were concerned about furnishing leadership and basic programs 
that would include the preservation of peace and world order under law, 
and would be most helpful in avoiding what some of the other Senators 
called a possible bad peace. He added that, if the peace should prove 
bad, we would not stand for it for a moment, and that naturally and 
inevitably both the peace treaty and the organization now proposed to 
keep the peace would all go down in a crash together. I added, “And 
automatically.” 

But another Senator argued on the other side, saying that at this time 
it would be impossible to get ratification by the Senate of our document 
without some definite assurance that it would not be used to protect and 
perpetuate a bad peace. 

I replied that, by going forward and advocating our proposal, along 
with the Atlantic Charter, the Four-Nation Declaration, and the Connally 
Resolution — this Government furnishing the leadership— we should greatly 
facilitate the working out of a good peace rather than a bad peace. 
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This question of obtaining a good peace before founding the inter- 
national organization seemed rivaled in importance to the Senators by the 
question of the veto power of the major nations on the Council. The 
question rose when a Senator said he thought it^would be a serious defect 
to let any one of the major nations kill a righteous proposal by interposing 
its veto. 

“The veto power,” I replied, “is in the document primarily on account 
of the United States. It is a necessary safeguard in dealing with a new and 
untried world arrangement. Without it the United States would not have 
anywhere near the popular support for the postwar organization as with 
it in, any more so perhaps than in 1920. We might as well recognize that 
this is about the best that can be done as a beginning, and that it would 
be inadvisable to throw out this veto power for each of the four laige 
nations, and especially the United States. We should not forget that this 
veto power is chiefly for the benefit of the United States in the light of the 
world situation and of our own public opinion. We cannot move any 
faster than an alert public qpinion in perfecting a permanent peace' 
organization, but we should not be deterred for an instant from pursuing 
the sole course that is open, the alternative being international chaos 
such as we have had heretofore.” 

I said that from the very outset of our work to develop a basic plan 
for permanent world peace and order we had faced at every turn the 
realization that it would be unavoidably necessary at the beginning to 
rely chiefly on the three or four major nations. This meant, in the light 
of our disastrous experience with the peace movement following the First 
World War, that we had to adopt provisions of a world organization 
acceptable to these nations. 

As for our own country, we recalled the insistent demand made in 
Woodrow Wilson’s period for veto privileges in the League of Nations. 
Bitter opposition had been raised to the United States’ entry into the 
League on the basis of erroneous assumptions that, if we became a member 
of the League, the Covenant allowed an agency of the League to give 
orders to our military forces in preserving peace. The biggest stumbling 
block that sent the Wilson movement in support of the League to utter 
destruction in 1920 was the argument over this point, and no other 
political controversy during our time had been accompanied by more 
deep-seated antagonism. The hint in 1919 — ^however false it was — that 
we were in any sense surrendering or impairing Congress’s prerogative to 
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declare war or the President’s prerogative to direct the movements of our 
armed forces proved fatal. I had not forgotten this fact. 

My associates and I had carefully sounded out opinion on this ques- 
tion as it related to our own world organization proposal. We readily 
discovered that on this particular point there was not a chance for us to 
make any advance with a large number of leading members of both 
Houses of Congress and with many influential groups and persons in the 
country. We felt that real time would be necessary to improve and perfect 
a completed world peace structure that would function effectively and 
satisfactorily to all. The veto, which had been held up by some as a 
kind of scarecrow, could unquestionably in our opinion be later placed on 
a milder basis, becoming less and less an impediment as time went on. We 
considered time and patience to be absolutely necessary. 

In all the discussions with my associates in postwar planning, two 
important conditions had been understood and repeatedly stated in con- 
nection with the veto. The first was that none of the permanent members 
of the Council would exercise its right of veto capriciously or arbitrarily. 
It would call this power forth only on a matter of the gravest concern to 
itself, never on secondary matters and never in a way to prevent thorough 
discussion of any issue. The veto would be exercised in the same broad, 
cooperative spirit that pervaded the preparatory efforts of the major 
nations leading toward the creation of the United Nations. It is obvious 
that the provision was universally intended to aid and facilitate the 
maintenance of peimanent peace by the security organization. Naturally 
the entire spirit of any such qualification, intended to be liberalized as 
rapidly as public opinion would permit, in no sense contemplated the 
exercise of the privilege except in instances of first importance. 

The second condition was that we were thinking largely of the 
application of the veto power to military or other means of compulsion. 
We recalled that this had been the chief bone of contention in connection 
with the League Covenant. In conferring upon the proposed Council the 
authority to control and direct at least some of the military forces of 
member nations to any point where the Council believed the exercise of 
force was required, we also had to give the major nations that would fur- 
nish such force the right of veto. It was our thought, therefore, that the 
main focus of the veto would be military and other means of exercising 
force, such as economic sanctions, and not the numerous other issues that 
were certain to come before the Council, 

What we were proposing was a substantial advance over the League 
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system, in which every nation had veto powers both in the Assembly and 
in the Council. Under our proposal the veto requirement would be com- 
pletely eliminated from the work of the Assembly and would be retained 
in the Council for the major nations in connection with the discharge of 
their special responsibility to keep the peace. 

A Senator expressed his deep concern over the veto power in the 
hands of the four major nations on the Council. This, he said, constituted 
a weakness and also a discrimination against the small nations. 

I commented that these four nations would not take on all the 
responsibilities of keeping the peace if the smaller nations which made 
but small contributions were given practical control over the administra- 
tion of policy in connection with the use of force. There was no possible 
way, I said, to initiate this organization except by each of the large 
nations on the Council retaining the veto power in connection with the 
use of force or sanctions. 1 added that France, too, might be given a seat 
on the Council with the veto power. But, no matter how many additions 
might be made to the Council, both with and without the veto power, our 
Government would not remain there for a day without retaining its veto 
power. The beginning had to be made on this rather narrow basis, with 
the hope and expectation that, as time went on and the merits and 
benefits of this organization revealed themselves, the base of the organi- 
zation could be broadened in many desirable ways and by unanimous 
consent. 

In our discussions both on the question of a good and a bad peace 
and on the veto power, it was obvious that some of the Senators were 
worried over the position Russia would occupy after the war. 

“Inevitably,” I said, “we all have to recognize that no great world 
movement sufficient to preserve law and order in international affairs can 
be set, on foot fully developed at the outset. Nations will make mistakes, 
and we have to reason and plead with each other to refrain from such 
mistakes and undertake to educate each other toward that end. It would 
be unspeakably disastrous if we became discouraged at the outset over 
every little error, or even a single large mistake of some one country, and 
abandoned the whole peace and welfare of the world. This is a problem 
that will test the ability, patience, unity, and determination of the peace- 
ful nations and their peoples, both jointly and severally.” 

One Senator inquired pointedly whether Russia really desired to go 
forward with us and the other United Nations in the proposed movement 
of international cooperation. I replied that not only while I was in Mos- 
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COW, but at all tixnes up to this day, Marshal Stalin and Molotov and 
their associates had quickly made clear to any inquirer their unqualified 
desire to become full-fledged associates in the international cooperation 
movement. 

“Our customs and manners,” I said, “are about as mysterious to 
Russia as hers are to us. Time and patience are indispensable if our 
peoples are to become acquainted and learn to understand each other. 
Such understanding is absolutely necessary if we are to avoid acts and 
utterances on the part of both Governments which in themselves con- 
stitute errors. We simply must not quarrel with each other, but we must 
patiently point out the full facts and circumstances and their significance 
and plead with each other to abandon any acts or utterances not entirely 
in harmony with the basic principles of the international cooperation 
movement. All these principles and policies are so beneficial and appealing 
to the sense of justice, of right, and of the well-being of free peoples 
everywhere that in the course of a few years the entire international 
machinery should be working fairly satisfactorily. Of course, some years 
will be necessary to perfect and broaden and otherwise develop such a 
political, economic, and peace structure.” 

The Senators were of course keenly interested in the respective 
jurisdictions and authorities of Congress and the Executive in relation to 
the proposed United Nations organization. My view was asked on Con- 
gressional and Executive authority in relation to a maior use of forc e. I 
replied that I felt that the President alone should have the authority to 
deal with minor breaches of the peace or threatened breaches, keeping 
Congress fully informed at every stage. No other course, I thought, was 
practical, because there were threatened breaches of the peace almost 
every week of the year in some part of the world or other. My position 
was that major breaches of the peace meant war rather than police action, 
in which event the prerogative of Congress to declare war would be com- 
pletely safeguarded. 

A question was then asked whether the proposed treaty, whereby 
each member of the organization would allocate armed forces to keep the 
peace, would be submitted to the Senate for its advice and consent. I 
replied in the affirmative, which seemed to satisfy the group, 

A Senator remarked that he was under the impression that our pro- 
posal was to complete a document as quickly as possible, and then secure 
unconditional and unqualified ratification by the Senate before the war 
ended. 
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I recalled to him that it required more than a year to negotiate the 
supposedly simple UNRRA agreement with some thirty-five nations, 
although that was a mere proposal to distribute money for nothing and 
most of it was to come from this Government. Judging from this, I 
went on, we need not assume that we could go forward with these 
tentative plans for informal discussions, first with Congress, then with 
the three other major nations, and finally with the more than thirty 
smaller nations, and get the document ready for a final draft without much 
delay. Our main purpose, I added, had not been so much to complete and 
ratify the proposal within a given time, as to carry forward the whole 
undertaking with the idea that, as time went on, there might occur a 
gradual evolution in its terms that would prove suitable for final approval 
by all the nations. 

I also remarked that, from time to time, persons came to my office to 
suggest the vital importance of postponing consideration of the postwar 
organization document until after the November election, since it was so 
essential that it be kept out of domestic politics. To this I was replying 
that, much as we aU desired to keep it out of politics, I considered it 
impossible to postpone consideration until after election. One reason was 
that such a stepi would itself be calculated to get the whole matter into 
politics, thereby causing demands to go up all over this country and in 
other countries to know what we were fighting for, and especially what 
plaps and agencies we had in mind, if any, to preserve peace and world 
order under law in the postwar world. And such demands could not be 
resisted. “ ^ 

A Senator, recalling that our Revolutionary statesmen provMd that 
the Constitution should take effect when nine States had ratified asked 
how the peace organization proposal would go into effect. 

. I replied that there was literally no way to institute this Wterna- 
tional movement of cooperation to keep the peace except under thf leader- 
ship and on the initiative of the four large nations which were of necessity 
virtually fighting the war alone and would furnish almost all the force to 
keep the peace. Therefore, this movement depended on the ability and 
willingness of the four chief nations to work together. No two of the three 
great powers— *’Rus^, Great Britain, and the United States — I concluded, 
would undertake another world peace organization with one of them omit- 
ted, after the of the League of Nations when one of the great 

countries was 

An inq^ry then made whether it would not be wise to have 
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regional organizations each select a member of the Council of the United 
Nations organization, along with the five other members to be selected by 
the Assembly. I replied that we were not quite in harmony with Mr. 
Churchill’s suggested regional federation idea, which would build a world 
structure in the form of regional organizations, with a common head at 
the top. 

We felt, I said, that it would be more practical for the nations resi- 
dent in given areas to agree in advance to join with their sister nations in 
the same region just as soon as they discovered a breach or threatened 
breach of the peace, at the same time keeping in close touch with the 
Executive Council and notifying it of their efforts to ward off breaches* 
of or threats to the peace. This would be their function, I pointed out, 
rather than the erection of regional structures clothed with jurisdiction 
and authority that would extend into the very head office of the organiza- 
tion; namely, the Executive Council. The Assembly would no doubt select 
its nominees for the Council on a geographical basis. 

I informed the Senators at our meeting on May 12 that the three 
eminent jurists to whom I had submitted the document for their opinion 
had all three approved it in its essentials as practical and workable and 
as representing a good approach to the conditions to be dealt with. 

The Senators all agreed at this meeting that we should go forward 
with our postwar proposal. Generally they said they looked with favor on 
our postwar organization draft as a document calculated to meet the views 
of the American public, and were strongly in favor of carrying it forward. 
They said they were willing for me to bring it now to the attention of the 
other large nations. 

As the meeting ended, they said they would confer among themselves 
with regard to their issuing a statement that our document was suitable 
from their viewpoint and to my taking early steps to get it before the three 
other governments. But when we met again, on May 29, they were forced 
to say that, although they had tried to agree on a statement that might be 
addressed to me and given to the press, it had been impossible to reach 
an agreement on the wording. 

Knowing that the prime difficulty in arriving at that agreement was 
the continued anxiety of a couple of them over the possibility that a bad 
peace treaty would be signed which the international organization would 
have to uphold and administer, I reopened the question. I said I felt that 
no rational person in any civilized country would for a moment favor pre- 
serving a peace that was not worth preserving. There were numerous 
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aavantagesi, however, I added, in not fixing at this time an inflexible date^ 
tied in with the peace treaty, for the going into effect of the postwar secu- 
rity organization. That organization, if perfected in advance, would be of 
*great help in bringing about a better peace than might otherwise be the 
'case, and hence in avoiding a bad peace. 

The fighting, I went on, might continue in some parts of the world 
for one, two, or four years, during which time it might be desirable to put 
the security organization into operation. Repeating that there was a tre- 
mendous demand on the part of peoples to know what their respective 
governments were planning to do to preserve peace after the war, I said 
that to announce a broad condition dependent upon the conclusion of a 
peace treaty would seriously handicap the whole movement-. 

I therefore suggested that we might state in an announcement that we 
were all unanimously against establishing and preserving a bad peace. We 
could state further that the present draft plan would be presented to other 
governments and that, when an informal plan had been completed and 
tentatively and informally agreed upon, the Senators, the President, and 
I and others would confer as to when and in what circumstances the post- 
war security plans would be put into effect. 

A Senator thereupon restated a belief he had expressed before, which 
he said had been accentuated by reading several articles in a national 
magazine; namely, that secret agreements existed between the President 
and the heads of other large nations. The peace organization, he said, was 
so tied in with the peace treaty itself that it could not be considered 
separateFy. Any further consideration of the security organization should 
be accompanied by a reservation on the part of the Senators to the effect 
that they should await the full development of the peace terms to see 
whether they were good or bad. 

Another Senator asked me whether reports were true that regional 
federations had been secretly agreed to for Europe by the President, 
Stalin, and Churchill. 

I replied that I knew of no such agreements. 

I then informed the Senators that I must forthwith issue a statement 
telling of our intention to proceed with discussions with foreign Govern- 
ments. The President and I had agreed that my conversations with the 
Senators had brought us enough agreement and support to permit us to 
take the next step — to set in motion a direct exchange of views among 
the United States, Russia, Britain, and China. I accordingly read to the 
Senators the statement, which I released later in the day. This said: 
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“The first phase of the informal conversations with the eight Sena- 
tors has been concluded. We had frank and fruitful discussions on the 
general principles, questions, and plans relating to the establishment of 
an international peace and security organization in accordance with the 
principles contained in the Moscow Four-Nation Declaration, the Con- 
nally Resolution, and other similar declarations made in this country. 
I am definitely encouraged and am ready to proceed, with the approval 
of the President, with informal discussions on this subject with Great 
Britain, Rfissia, and China, and then with governments of other United s 
Nations.” 

The statement added that meanwhile I would also have discussions 
with leaders of both parties in Congress, and with others. The door of 
nonpartisanship, I said, would continue to be wide open at the State De- 
partment, especially when any phase of the planning for a postwar secu- 
rity organization was under consideration. 

Thus ended the first chapter of my conversation with the Senators. 
I did not accomplish all I had hoped for, but we had achieved much. The 
Senators were in agreement on the necessity for an international organi- 
zation to keep the peace, on the importance of the United States^ becoming 
a member thereof, on the general lines of the draft of the organization 
which we had prepared, and on the advisability of going ahead to perfect 
the draft and of placing it before the other major nations. Furthermore, 
the Senators were convinced of my sincerity in wishing to keep the United 
Nations organization out of domestic politics, and generally they appeared 
willing to adopt the same position. They also seemed impressed by our 
willingness to give them all the information in our possession on the full 
breadth of our foreign policy and on our thoughts with regard to the post- 
war organization. Only one difficulty, which could still become serious, 
remained — the insistence of two Senators on a reservation concerning a 
good peace treaty. The other points that seemed principally to interest 
the Senators were the questions of sovereignty, involving the veto; of the 
Executive’s authority in connection with the international organization, 
of avoiding the creation of a superstate; and of the role of small nations 
in the organization. 

I held a meeting of leading Representatives of both parties in my 
ofBce on June 2. Attending were Speaker Sam Rayburn, John W. McCor- 
mack, Majority Leader; Joseph W. Martin, Jr., Minority Leader; Sol 
Bloom, chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs; Charles A. 
Eaton, ranking Republican member of the committee; Robert Ramspeck, 
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and Leslie C. Arends. I handed each one a copy of our draft of the pro- 
posed United Nations organization, and I covered with them virtually the 
same ground as during my first conference with the eight Senators. With 
the Representatives the discussion did not become as involved as with the 
Senators. 

Senators Ball, Burton, Hatch, and Hill having asked for a meeting 
with me to obtain information concerning the proposed postwar organiza- 
tion, I met with them in my office on June 22. Although I did not give 
them copies of our draft of the organization, I went over with them gen- 
erally the points that had been discussed during my meetings with the 
eight Senators from the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Meantime Assistant Secretary of State Breckinridge Long, working 
on my behalf, was conducting a quiet campaign to induce the Democratic 
and Republican national conventions to adopt planks favoring the inter- 
national organization. He was materially assisted by Secretaries Stimson 
and Knox, by Myron Taylor, Will Hays, and the Senators with whom 
I had been conferring. When the platforms of both major parties came out 
with planks supporting the creation of an international organization to 
maintain the peace, of which the United States would be a member, I felt 
greatly encouraged. 

As a result of all my discussions with Senators and Representatives, 
and of the action taken at the conventions, 1 now had more than a rea- 
sonable assurance that the presidential campaign of 1944, however bitterly 
it might be fought on domestic issues, would not make the postwar organi- 
zation a gage of battle. 
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MY EXCHANGES OF VIEWS with the Senators having 
achieved sufficiently satisfactory results, I was ready to proceed with an 
approach to Britain, Russia, and China. Accordingly I asked British Am- 
bassador Halifax and Russian Ambassador Gromyko to come to my office 
on Memorial Day, May 30, 1944. It was a fitting occasion on which to 
begin a further stage of the movement to prevent another war. 

I informed them in detail of the conversations I had been having with 
the Senators and outlined our altitude toward the postwar security 
problem. I said I was now ready to proceed with informal talks with the 
British and the Russians. I asked them to request their Governments to 
fix a date, as early as convenient, for these conferences to begin. I said we 
would be ready as soon as they were, 

I then made, through them, a very earnest appeal to their Govern- 
ments to let China take part in the conferences. I used very much the 
same arguments I had employed at the Moscow Conference when I strug- 
gled to have China become a signatory to the Four-Nation Declaration. 
They promised to present this matter fully to their respective Govern- 
ments. 

I did not give the Ambassadors our tentative draft for the proposed 
security organization. Instead I suggested that each of the Governments 
should prepare its respective draft for consideration at the opening of the 
informal conference. 

That same day I also saw Chinese Ambassador Dr. Wei Tao-ming 
and made similar statements to him. Seemingly depressed over the general 
situation, the Ambassador said Russia was undertaking to secure more 
power and control of the Far East than anyone imagined, and mentioned 
recent diplomatic exchanges that had taken place between Rqssia and 
Japan. I sought in a general way to disabuse his mind as to the significance 
of this latter development. I was convinced that Russia would go to war 
against Japan when the time came, and Stalin’s words to that effect' were 
still to the forefront of my memory. In any event, I said we would handle 
the discussions on the international organization so as to take care of 
China’s prestige in every way possible, and I knew this was the Presi- 
dent’s feeling as well as mine. 

I foresaw that Russia, still not at war with Japan, might object to 
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having China present at a conference, just as she had objected with regard 
to the Four-Nation Declaration. Accordingly, on the following day I 
telephoned British Minister Sir Ronald Campbell, in the absence of Am- 
bassador Halifax, to make a new suggestion. I said that, if the Soviet 
Government should not agree to China’s sitting in on the conference, I 
most earnestly hoped that the British Government would be willing to sit 
in with the United States and China, and, at another time, with Russia 
and the United States — the procedure followed in the successive Cairo 
and Tehran Conferences in 1943* I made the same suggestion to Soviet 
Ambassador Gromyko and to Chinese Ambassador Wei Tao-ming, 

Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek cabled the President on June 2 ex- 
pressing his gratification that we had proposed that China be included in 
the discussions. 

British Ambassador Halifax informed me on June 12 that the British 
would participate in the Washington discussions and that^the permanent 
Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs, Sir Alexander Cadogan, would repre- 
sent Britain. After thanking him, I remarked that we had heard nothing 
from his Government about China sitting in with us, and that it would 
be calamitous if the project of bringing in the Chinese should fail. He 
agreed to take this up with his Government again. 

Halifax informed me on June 15 of the contents of a telegram from 
Eden in which the latter, repeating that he was sending Under Secretary 
Cadogan to head the United Kingdom delegation, said he hoped I would 
be on hand, and Halifax for Britain, to follow the discussions generally 
and take up any necessary points. 

As weeks went by without an answer from the Soviet Government 
to the invitation I extended on May 30, we instructed our Embassy 
in Moscow to urge Molotov to reply as soon as possible. 

The Soviet Charge, Alexander N. Kapustin, brought me on July 9 
an aide-mimoire from his Government stating its readiness to take part 
in negotiations in Washington on the basis of my suggestion of Anglo- 
American-Soviet negotiations and Anglo-American-Chinese negotiations 
separately. The Soviet Government was ready to start the negotiations 
without preliminary exchanges of documents between the Soviet, Ameri- 
can, and British Governments; it suggested the beginning of August for 
the conference, and said Ambassador Gromyko would be the Soviet repre^ 
sentative. 

In this note, however, the Soviet Government sought to limit the 
scope of the negotiations. Ref^ng to an exchange of letters it had had 
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with the British Government, the Russians wanted to postpone discussion 
on two subject headings suggested by the British. One concerned the rela- 
tions to be established between the economic organs and the main organ- 
ization. The other concerned the processes of peaceful settlement of disr- 
putes. The Soviets were willing to begin discussions on the other points, 
including the scope and character of the international organization and 
the procedure for establishing it; safety measures through which threats 
to peace and violations of peace could be prevented; and plans of com- 
bined actions. 

We replied to the Soviet aide-m&moire on July 12, expressing our 
pleasure at the Soviet Government’s readiness to take part in the discus- 
sions in Washington, and suggesting the date of August 2 for the opening 
meeting. We opposed, however, any idea of limiting the scope of the dis- 
cussions. We said that procedures for a peaceful adjustment of disputes 
must necessarily constitute an integral part of any effective scheme for an 
international organization, and we expected to state fully our own views 
during the forthcoming discussions. We also said we expected fully to 
express our views on possible arrangements for territorial trusteeship and 
on the relationship of specialized economic and social agencies to the 
general organization. 

As a result of further exchanges of cables with London, Moscow, and 
Chungking, we secured British agreement to a two-phase arrangement 
for the conversations, and Russian agreement not to limit the scope of 
the discussion. Accordingly, on July 17 I publicly announced that conver- 
sations among the four Governments signatory to the Declaration of 
Moscow would begin in Washington probably early in August on the 
subject of an international security organization. I stated that the first 
phase of the conversations would be among the United Kingdom, the 
United States, and the Soviet Union, and that conversations among the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and China would be carried on either 
at the same time or shortly thereafter. 

Two days later I announced that the conversations would be held 
at Dumbarton Oaks, the former home of Robert Woods Bliss, one of my 
Special Assistants who had once been our Ambassador to Arg^tina. He 
had conveyed Dumbarton Oaks to Harvard University, which, by arrange- 
ment with Under Secretary Stettinius, had made it available to us. 

By July 18 we had drawn up a new tentative draft for a proposed 
general international organization. On that day I asked British Charge 
Campbell and Russian Charge Kapustin to come to my office and handed 
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them each a copy. I informed them that we were also sending a copy for 
each of their Governments to our Ambassadors in their respective ra pi t gi g 
Our thought, I said, was that each of the three Governments might have 
some weeks in which to consider these suggestions before the 
opened in Washington. I added that we would be glad to have copies 
in return of any similar draft proposals that they might offer. Sin ce our 
own commimications with Chungking were better than those enjoyed by 
the Chinese Ambassador, we wirelessed a further copy direct to the 
Chinese capital, in addition to handing one to the envoy here. 

The draft I handed the envoys was essentiaUy that which I had dis- 
cussed with the Senators, with one or two noteworthy changes. We now 
provided that the Executive Council should consist of eleven members 
instead of eight* We stated that to the four permanent memb^s already 
mentioned France should be added when the Council found that a Govern- 
ment freely chosen by the French people had been established and was 
in effective control of the territory of the French Rqjublic. 

Another change was the dropping of the office of President of the 
United Nations. We had had numerous reservations ourselves on this 
provision in the April draft, and additional objections had been raised 
during our discusMons following its circulation. Our chief thought was that 
an undesirable competition might ensue among leaders of nations for the 
position, and that the post might become the goal of overly ambitious tnoTi . 

The draft specifically left open the question of voting procedure in 
the case of parties to a dispute by suggesting that provisions would need to 
be worked out to take care of cases where one or more of the permanent 
members of the council were directly involved. 

Soviet Charg 6 Kapustin brought me on July 20 an mde-mimoire 
from his Government in reply to mine of July 12. The Russians said they 
did not consider it necessary to start an exchange of views with the presen- 
tation of written drafts. (This note was written before the Russians re- 
ceived our draft of July iS.) The Soviet Government thought it desirable 
in the beginning to have a more flexible basis for discussion. It felt that 
oral exchanges of views might better conduce to working out drafts of an 
international organization which in turn would serve as the for a 
joint draft by the three Governments. 

The Russians proposed that the Anglo-American-Russian discussions 
and the Anglo-American-Chinese discussions should be conducted not 
simultaneously but at different times, and said they would agree to any 
sequence of these cycles. 
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The date of August 14 was agreed upon for the opening session with^ 
the Russians. Later, however, they informed us that they had not had 
available for study a translation of our proposals until August 4; they 
had not intended to make an advance exchange of documents and, now 
that they had received ours, they wished to have more time to study it. 
We accordingly consented to postponement to August 21. 

The President and I agreed that Under Secretary Stettinius should 
head the American delegation and be assisted by those men in and out of 
the Government who had taken a principal share in the work of postwar 
planning. These were: Isaiah Bowman, Benjamin V. Cohen, James C. 
Dunn, Henry P. Fletcher, Joseph C. Grew, Green H. Hackworth, Stanley 
K. Hombeck, Breckinridge Long, Leo Pasvolsky, Edwin C. Wilson, Lieu- 
tenant General Stanley D. Embick, Major General George V. Strong, 
Major General Muir S. Fairchild, Admiral Arthur J. Hepburn, Vice Ad- 
miral Russell Willson, and Rear Admiral Harold C. Train, Myron C. 
Taylor was not included, being then at the Vatican, The delegates were 
aided by the outstanding staff of experts who had been working on every 
phase of the postwar planning in the State Department under Pasvolsky’s 
direction, including Alger Hiss, Harley Notter, Benjamin Gerig, and 
Durward Sandifer. This staff functioned as the international secretariat at 
the conference, serving not only the American delegation but the British, 
Russian, and Chinese delegations as well. 

When the British Delegation, headed by Under Secretary Cadogan, 
paid a courtesy call on me on August 14, Cadogan and Ambassador Hali- 
fax remained behind for a conversation, I brought up with them the sug- 
gestion Eden had made that the Foreign Ministers of the United States, 
Britain, and Russia should meet to discuss international matters, I re- 
marked that before we met, and especially before any formal agreement 
were reached on the postwar organization, it would be very important 
first to discuss steps toward conferring with the small nations. I said that 
if the four major nations should go on until they turned out to the world 
a completed document and then sent copies to the small nations in a ‘Hake 
it or leave it” manner, as this would be construed, it would be difficult 
to avoid serious attacks by demagogues, politicians, and uninformed 
persons. 

Cadogan and Halifax said they could see the importance of this 
suggestion, and they would take it up with Eden. 

Both the British and the Soviet Governments handed us their draft 
proposals for an international organization, the former dated July 22 and 
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the latter August 12. Fortunately so many exchanges of ideas had oc- 
curred among us that we were already thinking along the same basic 
lines. As we studied the British and Russian drafts we fdt that their 
ideas paralleled ours in many respects. 

On August IS I telephoned Senators Connally and Vandenberg and 
informed them that the British had in general accepted the principles 
contained in the document which I had gone over with the eight Sena- 
tors. I explained that the conversations at Dumbarton Oaks would be 
on a technical or expert level. Neither Connally nor Vandenberg expressed 
any desire to be present at the conference, but I told them I would get in 
touch with them in case any new fundamental principles arose, and in 
any event 1 or one of my associates would keep them abreast of day-to- 
day developments. I telephoned the same information to Speaker of the 
House Sam Rayburn, with the request that he pass it on to the Represen- 
tatives who had met with me on June 2. 

Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau insisted that the Treasury 
should have an observer at the conference. I took this up with the Presi- 
dent who sent word to Morgenthau that this would not be possible. 

I opened the Dumbarton Oaks Conference on August 21 with an 
address in which I said it was the sacred duty of the governments of all 
peace-loving nations to make sure that international machinery be fash- 
ioned through which the peoples could build the peace they so deeply 
deiared. 

*Tt is generally agreed,” I said, ‘^that any peace and security or- 
ganization would surely fail imless backed by force to be used ultimately 
in case of failure of all other means for the maintenance of peace. That 
force must be available promptly, in adequate measure, and with cer- 
tainty, The nations of the world should maintain, according to their 
capacities, sufficient forces available for joint action when necessary to 
prevent breaches of the peace.” 

I said it was the intention of the United States Government, follow- 
ing the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, that the conclusions reached should 
be communicated to the Governments of all the United Nations and of 
other peace-loving nations and made available to the peoples of all coun- 
tries for public study and debate. 

‘^The people of this country,” I said, ^ Ve now united as never before 
in their determination that the tragedy which today is sweeping the earth 
shall not recur,” 

The first several days of discussion at Dumbarton Oaks revealed that 
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there was a very krge area of agreement among the three countries on 
the basic principles involved and also on a number of matters of important 
detail. 

The most important difference that developed at this time was 
whether the scope of the projected organization should include interna- 
tional cooperation in the economic and social fields. The British and we 
favored the lodging of these important functions in the General Assembly 
and in an economic and social council under its authority. We argued 
that economic and social cooperation was essential to the creation of con- 
ditions necessary to maintain security and peace. The Russians, while 
fully recognizing the need for economic and social cooperation, believed 
that these functions should be assigned to a separate organization rather 
than to a security organization. 

The tentative drafts which the British and Russians had given us in 
advance of the conference seemed to assign a relatively unimportant role 
to the Assembly, in contrast to our position that the Assembly, comprising 
all member states, should be given real fimctions. This was especially 
true of the Soviet proposals. In the first few days of discussion the British 
and the Russians substantially accepted our viewpoint. 

As the conference got under way I arranged that Under Secretary 
Stettinius should take up with the President directly, as well as with my- 
Sfelf, questions that required decisions on high levels. Two days after the 
conference opened, the President gave his approval to several important 
decisions 1 had made at a meeting with my associates in my office on 
August 19, two days before the Dumbarton Oaks Conference opened. One> 
was that at this stage the Executive Council should not be given the right 
to impose the terms of settlement of a dilute. This provision had seemed 
unacceptable to the British and the Russians. The CoimciFs functions, we 
agreed, should be to promote peaceful settlement, to make recommenda- 
ti(His to the parties to a dispute, and to settle disputes only on the re- 
quest of those parties. 

The President also gave his approval to our new position that the 
votes of the nations involved in cases before the Council, including the 
great powers, should not be counted in the Council’s decisions on such 
cases, I had decided this point on- the basis of five possible methods of 
procedure which my associates had submitted to me. In the April 24 draft 
handed to the Senators and in the July 18 draft submitted to Britain, 
Rusaa, and China, this point had been left open. The British, however. 
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had consistently argued that the votes of parties to a dispute should not 
be counted. 

We believed that all the rules of civil justice provided that a person 
involved in a dispute should not be able to cast a vote in the decision 
relating to the dispute. He should not be one of the judges or a member 
of the jury. There was still some difference of opinion among us, how- 
ever, as to whether this abstention from voting should apply only to the 
pacific settlement of disputes in which one or more of the major nations 
were involved, or should apply also to enforcement action. 

The President further agreed that we should accept a general pro- 
vision for a two-thirds, rather than a simple majority, vote in the Coun- 
cil, except for procedural decisions. This was very strongly urged by the 
British. 

The President likewise agreed that France should be given a per- 
manent seat on the Council when she had a Government that was recog- 
nized (he said he would like to see another word than this) by the four 
major powers, and meantime have provisional representation without the 
prerogatives of a permanent member. 

We felt we should also raise at this time the question of giving 
Brazil a permanent seat . I myself felt strongly on this point, believing that 
Brazil’s size, population, and resources, along with her prospect of a great 
future and the outstanding assistance she had rendered her sister United 
Nations, would warrant her receiving permanent membership. The Presi- 
dent was fully of the same opinion. During the following days, however, 
both the British and the Russians emphatically opposed our view. 

Yet another point in which Mr. Roosevelt concurred was that we 
should oppose the inclusion of provisions for the withdrawal or suspenaon 
of members of the organization. 

An entirely new and startling proposal was injected into the discus- 
sions by the Soviet representative, Ambassador Gromyko, as the second 
week of the conference opened on August 28. The discussion in the steer- 
ing committee of the conference was revolving around the question of 
what nations should be initial members of the organization. Both the 
Russians and ourselves said that the members should be the United Na- 
tions and the associated nations. However, there emerged a basic differ- 
ence of interpretation. We meant that the members should be all the 
signatories to the United Nations Declaration, together with eight other 
nations that had not declared war against the Axis but had been mate- 
rially helping the Allies in the prosecution of the war — Whelping more, in 
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fact, than some of the Allies themselves. These were six Latin American 
Republics, Iceland, and Eg3^t. The Russians said the members should 
be the twenty-six original signatories to the United Nations Declaration, 
and they defined ‘‘associated nations” as being those that had signed 
the Declaration subsequently. They did not wish to include the eight 
nations we mentioned. Our discussion on this latter point was proving in- 
conclusive, and, in fact, the conference ended with it still unsolved. 

Suddenly, in the midst of this discussion. Ambassador Gromyko 
said to the steering committee that all sixteen Republics composing the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics should be made initial members of 
the United Nations organization. Russia would therefore have sixteen 
votes. He left Stettinius and Cadogan breathless, but they lost no time 
in telling him that his proposal would raise great difficulties. 

When Stettinius reported this to the President, Mr. Roosevelt said 
emphatically that the United States could under no conditions accept 
such a proposal. He instructed Stettinius to explain to Gromyko that it 
would present untold complications, and that it was just as logical for 
us to ask for the admission of the forty-eight states of the Union as it 
was to agree to admit the sixteen Soviet Republics. 

When Stettinius reported it to me, I said I was amazed that such a 
proposal had been made. I added that no such question had ever entered 
the minds of any of us in the American group who had been 'working on 
postwar planning. I concluded by saying I would oppose it with all my 
strength. 

On August 29 Stettinius reported to Gromyko the substance of his 
conversations with the President and me and stated that it was our opin- 
ion that the suggestion was out of order, and that to press it at this time 
might jeopardize the success of the conference. He appealed to Gromyko 
to withdraw his suggestion and said that, if the Soviet Government had 
such a thing in mind, it should more properly present it to the Council 
of the United Nations organization after the latter’s creation. 

Gromyko proved most cooperative. He said he had raised the point 
merely to advise us and the British that his Government had the matter 
in mind. He agreed that there should be no further reference to it during 
the conference. Nevertheless, he indicated that on some other occasion 
his Government would probably raise the question again. 

The fact that the Soviet Government had such a question of multi- 
ple membership in mind was disturbing. I accordingly asked Ambassador 
Gromyko to come to see me on August 31, at which time I stated to him 
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as plainly as possible the manifold objections I saw to the suggestion he 
had raised on behalf of his Government. 

I said to him, in effect, that this proposal would “blow off the roof.*' 
The large nations, I commented, that would have to furnish leadership 
and the military force for the organization would have no difficulty in 
getting their views listened to, whether they had one vote or many votes. 
The United States, I added, did not think to have more than one vote, 
and we nevertheless felt that our influence would enable us at all times 
to assert ourselves. 

We prepared at the State Department that same day a message on 
the subject to be sent by the President to Stalin. The President approved 
it, with the addition of a sentence saying that our position did not preju- 
dice later discussion of the question after the organization had been 
formed, at which time it would have full authority to deal with the 
matter. 

This question of plural Russian membership was mentioned once 
more by Gromyko toward the end of the conference, and thereafter was 
not again raised prior to my resignation in November, 1944. At no time 
did the Soviets take up with me their later request for the admission of 
the White Russian and Ukrainian Republics, to which President Roose- 
velt agreed at the Yalta Conference. Had they done so, I would have 
opposed it. 

In all our discussions we strove to keep this proposal absolutely 
secret. Even in our own memoranda we referred to it as the “X matter.” 
It seemed to me so explosive an issue that, if it got out, it would inevi- 
tably be dramatized by forces of opposition everywhere and do injury to 
Russia’s situation as well as to that of the conference. 

In my conversation with Ambassador Gromyko on August 31 1 took 
up another question that was disturbing us — ^the Russian attitude toward 
the provision we were advocating that a member of the Council should 
not vote in a case in which it was involved. The Britidi held this same 
view, but in the Dumbarton Oaks discussions the Russians took exactly 
the opposite position and held to it strongly. 

I presented to Gromyko all the arguments I possibly could to support 
our contention, and he promised to transmit them to his Government. 

During the same conversation I strongly emphasized the great im- 
portance of an elaborate discussion of economic problems. The Russians 
were contending that economic and social problems should be handled by 
a separate organization apart from the intemationd security brganization, 
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which should be concerned with peace and security questions only, I 
argued to Gromyko that peace and security were inextricably linked with 
economics, because a world in economic chaos would be forever a breed- 
ing ground for trouble and war. 

I concluded the conversation by complimenting Gromyko very highly 
on his excellent showing as head of his delegation. I expressed this com- 
pliment in all sincerity, for the Russians had in general shown an ad- 
mirable cooperation from the first day of the conference. 

Stettinius and I met with the President at the White House on Sep- 
tember 6 to discuss the principal outstanding points at issue at Dumbarton 
Oaks. Mr. Roosevelt first brought up the question of the location of the 
new organization. His view was that the various organs of the organiza- 
tion should meet at various spots around the globe. 

He thought that the Secretariat of the organization might be estab- 
lished at Geneva, but that neither the Council nor the Assembly meet- 
ings should be held there. He believed that the Assembly should meet 
in a different city each year, and that the Council should have perhaps 
two regular meeting places, one being in the Azores in the middle of the 
Atlantic and the other on an island in the Hawaiian group in the middle 
of the Pacific. He felt that the International Court of Justice should 
return to The Hague. 

The President was serious in stating these ideas, and he said he was 
planning to discuss them with Prime Minister Churchill, whom he was to' 
meet at Quebec for the Second Quebec Conference later in the month. 
The State Department prepared maps and memoranda on the suggested 
locations in the Azores and on the island of Niihau, Hawaii, and the 
President expected to take them to Quebec with him. 

Mr, Roosevelt had given much thought to the location of the United 
Nations, and this was not the first time he had mentioned his ideas to me. 
jHe fe lt that locating the Council in the Azores or the Hawaiian Islands 
would bring the benefit of detachment from the world.) Being at heart a 
naval man, he liked the perspective obtained from surveying the world 
from an island out at sea. He had been eager, in the later thirties, to pro- 
mote a meeting of the heads of nations on a battleship or on such an island 
as Niihau. He felt that, far out at sea, the Council would not be subject 
to the pressure of any country. He recalled the Paris Peace Conference 
and the pressures to which it had been subjected in that great capital. 
He felt that the League of Nations had been subjected to pressure in 
London before being moved to Geneva. 



i 682 


THE MEMOIRS OF CORDELL HULL 


In essence, he said, he wanted to establish something in the nature 
of an international District of Columbia. (I often found the President 
stating his views on foreign events in terms of situations in the United 
States. The most striking example was contained in his^ speeches in 1940 
and 1941 when he compared Axis planes, in the ease with which they 
could fly from Dakar to Brazil, with planes flying from city to city in the 
United States.) 

It was illogical, however, thus to scatter the international organiza- 
tion throughout the world, and we never seriously pressed these ideas at 
the Dumbarton Oaks Conference. In any event, it was a question to be 
decided not by the four major nations but by the full membership of 
the future organization. 

We also discussed with the President a Russian proposal that an 
international air force be constituted under the United Nations organ- 
ization and commanded by the Council. Stettinius and I explained the 
position of the American delegation that we should oppose an interna- 
tional air force, and advanced our proposal of having air-force contin- 
gents of the different nations available for service on a combined basis 
at a moment^s notice. This was in line with a statement the President 
had made on Juhe 15 (Chapter 12 1) that an international police force 
would not be set up. The President agreed that we should adhere to our 
position. Stettinius indicated to Mr. Roosevelt that this question might 
be raised with him at Quebec by Prime Minister Churchill, because we 
had heard that Mr. Churchill had been somewhat impressed by the Soviet 
proposal. 

We likewise discussed a Soviet proposal that small countries which 
were unable to contribute armed forces to the security organizations 
should be req^iired to contribute territcwry for bases. Both the President 
and I strongly objected to this provision as being an infringement on the 
sovereign righb smaller countries. We felt that all action of this type 
should be voluntary, and that smaller nations should not be compelled to 
provide bases. Russia’s idea, however, was given some recognition in the 
provision in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals calling for special agreements 
to place M disposal of the Security Council “facilities’^ as well as 
armed forces dAd other assistance. 

In view of the fact that the conference was unable to agree on the 
qtotion ^wfa&tb|a^ voting in the Council diould be by a simple majority 
raftier two-thirds vote, we agreed that our position should be 

that |le|mred to accept either the British position that the 
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majority should be two-thirds or the Russian position that it should bd 
a simple majority. We ourselves had originally proposed a simple majority, 
but at one time expressed our willingness to go along with the British 
proposal if the Russians agreed. This point could not be resolved at Dum- 
barton Oaks, and was left open. 

The question whether a member of the Council involved in a dispute 
should vote on that dispute hung heavily over us. The President and I 
authorized Stettinius to maintain our position, which the British also 
maintained, that such a vote should not be counted. 

Aside from this, there was no question in our minds, however, that 
the vote of the permanent members of the Council should be unanimous 
on questions involving security. This was the so-called veto power. Wte 
were no less resolute than the Russians in adhering to this principle, with 
the exception of our view that the vote of a Security Council member 
involved in a dispute should not be counted. We felt that only if the 
United States retained the right to veto a proposal that force or other 
sanctions be applied, which would naturally include American action, 
could we hope to obtain Congressional approval of United States mem- 
bership in the international organization. We had debated various sub- 
stitutes but agreed on none. 

Although the President and I had previously felt that the Charter 
of the new organization should not contain any reference to the suspen- 
sion or expulsion of members (Britain had proposed the former, Russia 
the latter), we now agreed that the American delegation might act at its 
own discretion on this question, giving in, if necessary, in compensation 
for a concession on some other point made by the others. 

By this time we were frequently referring to the new organization 
as ‘^the United Nations.’’ We had long since used this title in some of 
our drafts. The President felt this should be its name, and we agreed that 
the name under which twoscore nations were fighting the war to a suc- 
cessful conclusion was a happy title under which to work together fol- 
lowing their victory. When Stettinius proposed this to the conference, 
however, we met with unexpected opposition from both the Russians and 
the British. Gromyko tentatively suggested the name “World Union,” 
Cadogan said he believed his Government did not particularly like the 
title “United Nations” and had thought at one time of proposing a title 
including the word “Union.” 

On September 8 Ambassador Gromyko withdrew the Soviet objec- 
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tion to the inclusion of an economic and social council under the Assembly 
as part of the international organization. 

By September 10, after three weeks of discussion, the British, Rus- 
sian, and American delegations had achieved a gratifying amount of agree- 
ment — enough for the conference to settle upon a proposed final draft of 
proposals for a United Nations Charter. All the essential points in the 
tentative draft I had handed to the British and Soviet Charges and 
cabled to Chungking on July 18 were incorporated in the draft now ac- 
cepted by the conference, with the addition of a few new points. Since 
the basic ideas of the three Governments were remarkably similar right 
from the beginning of the conference, the new draft was not dissimilar 
from the original views of the British and Russians either. 

This new draft gave the General Assembly greater powers. The 
Assembly had the right,'on its own initiative, to consider the general prin- 
ciples of cooperation in the maintenance of peace and security, including 
regulation of armaments, and to make recommendations, although action 
on such questions was still the function of the Council. The latter now 
carried the name ^^Security Council,^’ in preference to our former name 
of ^^Executive CounciF’ to emphasize its principal role. 

The new draft proposed that the agreement or agreements governing 
the provision of armed forces and facilities should be subject to the ap- 
proval of the Council as well as to ratification by the signatories through 
their constitutional processes. This addition was designed to make more 
certain that all countries would contribute forces and facilities to maintain 
peace and security. The Security and Armaments Commission originally 
proposed by us was renamed Military Staff Committee, and the draft pro- 
posed that it should consist of military representatives of the permanent 
members of the Council and that similar representatives of other members 
of the organization should be brought in when necessary. 

The British and Soviet delegations cabled the text of the new draft 
to their Governments for comment. During the next two days Soviet Am- 
bassador Gromyko informed us of a series of decisions by his Government 
which enabled the conference to reach a still further degree of agreement. 
He withdrew the Soviet proposal that countries having insufficient armed 
forces should make territory available for the establishment of bases. He 
also withdrew his proposal to establish an international air force Finally 
he withdrew his previous opposition to our proposal that the Military Staff 
Committee should be responsible imder the Security Council for the stra- 
tegic direction of armed forces placed at the disposal of the Council, He 
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also accepted United Nations as the title of the new organization. The 
British had already accepted it. 

Ambassador Gromyko gave ns concern, however, when he stated that 
his Government did not agree to our suggestion that the four major powers 
should join in communicating to the other United Nations the recommen- 
dations agreed upon at Dumbarton Oaks. The Soviet Government pre- 
ferred a three-nation communication, leaving out China. 

On September 13, Ambassador Gromyko gave us still greater concern 
when he informed the conference that he had received instructions on the 
question of voting in the Council, and that his Government maintained 
its position that the principle of the unanimity of the four great powers 
was inviolable. Russia could not agree that the vote of a permanent mem- 
ber of the Council, even if that country were involved in the dispute being 
voted upon, should not be counted. He said he had made a number of 
other concessions, but it was impossible for him to give in on this point. 

The conference now resolved itself into a strenuous discussion to 
break this deadlock with a compromise formula. I leave the conference 
temporarily at this point to go back a little and deal with our effort to 
insert the keystone in the arch of our nonpartisan policy to keep the 
United Nations organization out of politics. 
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THE REASONABLE ASSURANCE I had that the presiden- 
tial campaign of 1944 would not make the proposed postwar security 
organization a puck of politics was suddenly shattered on August 16. Late 
on that sultry day Governor Thomas E. Dewey, the Republican candidate 
for the Presidency, issued a statement in which he said he was deeply 
disturbed by some of the recent reports concerning the forthcoming Dum- 
barton Oaks Conference. “These indicate,” he said, “that it is planned to 
subject the nations of the world, great and small, permanently to the 
coercive power of the four nations holding this conference.” 

When this statement, part of a much longer press release, was issued, 
I had already left the State Department for home. After I was informed 
of it I asked some of my principal associates — Stettinius, Long, Hack- 
worth, Dunn, Pasvolsky, McDermott, and Savage — to come to my apart- 
ment. 

There I expressed to them my concern that Governor Dewey^s state- 
ment might throw the postwar organization into the political campaign, 
with disastrous consequences. 

Actually, I had already taken several steps to emphasize that the 
small nations would be given adequate consideration in the postwar or- 
ganization 1 believed that the preliminary plans for the organization 
should be made, at least tentatively, by the four great nations, Russia, 
Britain, China, and the United States, because they were the ones pri- 
marily conducting the war, and because it would be difficult for a huge 
conference consisting of representatives of twoscore nations to sit down 
and begin from scratch to formulate the constitution of a postwar organi- 
zation. But I had made it clear, I thought, that the smaller nations would 
be duly consulted and their-opinions given full consideration, before any 
constitution was finally decided upon. 

In my arfdress to the joint session of Congress on November 18, 1943, 
following my return from the Moscow Conference, I had stated: “The 
principle of sovereign equality of all peace-loving states, irrespective of 
size and ‘strength, as partners in a future system of general security will 
be the foundation stone upon which the future international organization 
will be constructed.” 

On the same day I had sent telegrams to London, Moscow, and 
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Chungking, asking the concurrence of those Governments in a formula 
that we quoted whereby other nations could adhere to Paragraph 4 of the 
Four-Nation Declaration of Moscow which expressed the agreement that 
a postwar security organization should be established. This initiative failed 
through an objection by the-British Government. The Foreign Office in- 
formed us on December 2 that, while fully understanding the importance 
of associating other governments with the establishment of the inter- 
national organization, they thought preliminary conversations should first 
take place among the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet 
Union. Otherwise a number of questions might be presented relative to the 
nature of the organization which it would be awkward to dispose of. 

In the spring of 1944 some objections were raised here and abroad 
that the small nations were not being given sufficient voice in postwar 
planning discussions. To try to combat this impression I made a public 
statement on June i in which I said: “As far as this Government is con- 
cerned, whenever I have said anything on this subject, it has always em- 
phasized the all-inclusive nature of the world situation and our disposition 
and purpose to see that all nations,' especially the small nations, are kept 
on a position of equality with all others and that, in every practicable 
way, there will be cooperation.” 

During the night of June 13 I awakened and, unable to return to 
sleep, sat up and thought over this situation. Some Republican orators, 
probably in preparation for the forthcoming campaign, had been continu- 
ing their attacks to the effect that we were neglecting the small nations 
and working toward a rule of the world by the four large nations. Others 
had been attacking us with the charge that we were attempting to create 
a superstate. And still others asserted their right to discuss any phase of 
foreign policy during the campaign, including the proposed postwar or- 
ganization, in the hope of making political capital. With the exception 
of my statement of June i, the Administration had not come out with any 
statement on postwar plans. I now felt that the President, who had re- 
mained quiet on this subject for a long time, should himielf say some- 
thing, and say it emphatically. 

As soon as I reached my office in the morning I called in Leo Pasvol- 
sky and asked him to begin preparation of a statement omthis point which 
the President might issue. The following morning I called him again to 
my office, along with several others of my associates. I handed them the 
draft of a statement I had dictated,' which could be worked into the 
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one they were preparing. They forthwith began to get together a final 
draft. 

Meantime I had communicated with the President, who asked me to 
see him that morning. Taking Stettinius, Norman Davis, Isaiah Bowman, 
and Pasvolsky, I had to leave for the appointment before the draft could 
be typed in final form. Fortunately, we had to wait for the President, and 
meantime an official arrived from the Department with the text. 

The President, as frequently happened, spent the first few minutes 
talking generally and telling an amusing story. When he paused to light a 
cigarette, I placed the statement before him and said that the need for 
such a statement was dictated by the increasing confusion in public dis- 
cussion of the proposed organization, the possibility of leaks concerning 
our proposals, the fact that statements had recently been made by Church- 
ill and Eden concerning an international organization, and the approach 
of the Democratic and Republican National Conventions, at which the 
organization, and United States participation in it, would undoubtedly 
be discussed. Bowman suggested, as an additional reason, the increasing 
number of rumors that the President and I were not in accord with regard 
to the future organization. 

Mr. Roosevelt immediately agreed that a statement should be issued. 
He read our text aloud and then exclaimed that it was “awfully good.” 
He wanted one or two minor changes made in the text, which we wrote in. 
The statement was issued at the White House that afternoon, June 15. 

It first emphasized the nonpartisan nature of the discussions we had 
been having on the postwar organization, and then said: 

“The maintenance of peace and security must be the joint task of all 
peace-loving nations. We have, therefore, sought to develop plans for an 
international organization comprising all such nations. ... It is our 
thought that the organization would be a fully representative body with 
broad responsibilities for promoting and facilitating international coopera- 
tion. ... It is our further thought that the organization would provide 
for a council, elected annually by the fully representative body of all 
nations, which would include tihe four major nations and a suitable num- 
ber of other nations.” 

The statement made clear: “We are not thinking of a superstate 
with its own police forces and other paraphernalia of coercive power. We 
are seeking effective agreement and arrangements through which the na- 
tions would maintain, according to their capacities, adequate forces to 
meet the needs of preventing war and of making impassible deliberate 
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preparation for war and to have such forces available for joint action when 
necessary. . . . The hope of a peaceful and advancing world will rest 
upon the willingness and ability of the peace-loving nations, large and 
small, bearing responsibility commensurate with their individual capaci- 
ties, to work together for the maintenance of peace and security.” 

The President*! statement calmed the clamor over the small nations 
for a time, but Governor Dewey*s statement showed that it was still an 
issue that could easily be magnified into a major campaign conflict. When 
my associates met with me at my apartment on the evening of August 16, 
I said I felt I should immediately answer Governor Dewey’s charge. I 
accordingly requested several of them to return to the State Department 
and begin to prepare a response. They brought it to me later that evening. 
After approving it, I read it over the telephone to Senator Connally, who 
concurred in it. It was issued the following morning. 

“Governor Dewey,” I said, “can rest assured that the fears which he 
expressed in his statement are utterly and completely unfounded. No 
arrangement such as described by him, which would involve a military 
alliance of the four major nations permanently to coerce the rest of the 
world, is contemplated'' or has ever been contemplated by this Govern- 
ment or, as far as we know, by any of the other governments. . . . The 
meeting at Dumbarton Oaks is for the purpose of a discussion among the 
signatories of the Moscow declaration as to the most feasible and desir- 
able methods of establishing the kind of organization envisaged in that 
declaration and in the Senate [Connally] resolution, preliminary to simi- 
lar discussion and early conference , among all the United Nations and 
other peace-loving nations, large and small.” 

This controversy had aroused considerable excitement, and my press 
conference later that morning was crowded. In response to questions, 
I said I should welcome a conference with Governor Dewey to straighten 
out any points connected with the postwar organization and a nonpartisan 
approach to it.^ 

On the afternoon of August 18 I received a telegram from Governor 
Dewey accepting the proposal I made at the press conference and desig- 
nating John Foster Dulles, a well known lawyer who was his adviser on 
foreign affairs, to confer with me for him. Dewey said he was convinced 
that every effort to organize both temporarily and permanently for the 
establishment of lasting peace should be accelerated and he was happy to 
extend his fullest cooperation to the end that the result should be wholly 
bipartisan and have the united support of the American people. 
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This message arrived while I was attending a Cabinet meeting at the 
White House and was sent me there. The President agreed that I should 
send a reply agreeing to confer with Dulles, although he continued skepti- 
cal of any nonpartisan agreement with the leading Republicans. My tele- 
gram, in which I said I was immensely gratified to receive Governor 
Dewey’s assurance of bipartisan cooperation in the effort to establish last- 
ing peace, went off that afternoon. 

Dulles came to Washington the following week, after putting out 
several statements giving his views on foreign affairs. When he arrived 
he consulted with Wendell Willkie and with Republican Senators, among 
others. The Senators, especially those on the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, told him they had agreed with me on keeping the postwar organi- 
zation on a nonpartisan basis, and advised him that Governor Dewey 
should follow the same course. 

Our conversations began in my office on August 23. At the outset I 
handed Dulles a copy of our latest draft on the postwar security organi- 
zation, dated July 18, and a copy of a four-page summary of its major 
provisions. One page of this summary dealt with the position of small 
countries in the United Nations organization, and contained six references 
to the draft of the United Nations Charter showing that the participation 
of the small nations was fully provided for. 

I said to Dulles that the word ‘‘nonpartisan” rather than “bipartisan” 
should be used to describe the correct approach to the problem of keeping 
the United Nations organization out of domestic politics. “Bipartisan,” I 
explained, meant that both parties would be involved on a political basis 
in policy toward the United Nations organization. “Nonpartisan” meant 
that neither party would be involved in that policy on a political basis. 

Dulles argued warmly for “bipartisan.” His thought apparently was 
that his party would thereby be recognized as being equally involved in 
the formulation of the United Nations agreement and could obtain some 
political advantage thereby. 

I maintained, however, that,, under our constitutional structure, we 
could not have both parties sharing the responsibility. The party in power 
had the responsibility for the execution of foreign policy. This responsi- 
bility could not be delegated. The opposition party, in my opinion, had 
the moral responsibility not to base its opposition, if any, to our proposals 
for the United Nations organization on partisan grounds. 

I went to a dictionary and studied the definitions of the two words. 
“N^onpartisan” seemed to me ever more right. I called Dulles’s attention 
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to the fact that “bipartisan” referred to two parties, and there might 
come a time in American history, as there had come in the past, when 
three parties would have to be considered. 

I did not believe it possible to have a nonpartisan approach to for- 
eign policy* on all current issues. All I insisted on was that both parties 
should approach postwar problems, especially the United Nations organi- 
zation, on a nonpartisan basis, and that they should be agreed on this 
point. 

I emphasized to Dulles that Governor Dewey was in a position where 
he might destroy the movement under way to get a postwar security 
organization, if he wanted to do so. I added that Dulles had a real oppor- 
tunity to help put over this project which meant so much to mankind. 

After a discussion litetally of some hours over the words “nonparti- 
san” and “bipartisan” and all the potentialities of their meanings, Dulles 
agreed with me to adopt “nonpartisan.” 

When he came back for our second discussion, on August 24, Dulles 
said he had studied the draft of the proposed United Nations Charter 
and the four-page memorandum I had given him, and he considered the 
draft excellent. He appeared to think that it amply took care of the small 
nations. In this connection I emphasized the interdependence of nations, 
large and small, saying that they were all interconnected, and we could 
not consider large nations in one compartment and small nations in 
another. 

The memorandum I had handed Dulles explained the position the 
small nations would occupy in the United Nations organization, citing 
chapter and verse of the draft Charter. The organization was open to 
membership of all peace-loving nations, large and small, on the bjisis of 
their' sovereign equality. All members were equally represented in the 
Assembly and voted as equals except that on budgetary questions they 
would vote proportionately to their contributions (this last clause was 
later dropped). All small nations were equally eligible to membership 
on the Executive Council and would participate in the election of Council 
members. There were more small nations than large nations on the Coun- 
cil. No decisions of the Council on security matters could be made without 
the concurrence of at least some of the small-nation members of the 
Council; thus the large nations, although ihaving the veto power in the 
use of force, could not by themselves imdertake any coercive action. Fi- 
nally, all members of the organization, large and small, '^ould share in 
the application of measures not involving the use of armed force and also 
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would contribute armed forces and facilities for joint action in accord- 
ance with their respective capacities and on the basis of agreements 
entered into by them. Dulles appeared satisfied with this exposition. 

I went over with Dulles virtually every aspect of our foreign policy 
and our relations with any nations in which there was any particular 
interest. I doubt that any real point of our foreign affairs was left un- 
touched. 

During our discussions of the proposed United Nations Charter, it 
developed that there was an omission relating to the ratification of agree- 
ments for the use of armed force to assure peace and security. I imme- 
diately had a sentence inserted providing that the agreement would be 
subject to ratification by each country in accordance with its constitu- 
tional processes. 

During the second meeting and during our third and final meeting 
on August 25, I went over witii Dulles successive drafts of a statement 
we might issue. On the morning of the third day Dulles came to my 
ofilce and said, in a tone of much satisfaction, that Dewey and he — mean- 
ing all the Republicans for whom Dewey was speaking, therefore the 
Republicans generally — ^were prepared to go the entire distance with me. 
We had been talking out differences very earnestly for two days, and 
we were both immensely pleased at this outcome. I was particularly grati- 
fied because at about the time of our conferences some leading Republi- 
cans close to Dewey had asserted their right to discuss during the cam- 
paign any foreign policy,’ including the postwar organization. 

In the midst of our final meeting, Dulles telephoned Governor Dewey 
to talk over our proposed statement with him. I left my office so that 
he might have complete privacy, and, when I returned, found that Dewey 
had approved it with the insertion of one word — ^“full” — ^before the phrase 
^‘public nonpartisan discussion.^^ 

The statement, which was issued on August 25, read that Dulles and 
I had had an exchange of views on the various problems connected with 
the establishment of an international peace and security organization, and 
“there was agreement of views on numerous aspects of this subject.” It 
went on: 

“Secretary Hull and Mr. Dulles expect to continue to confer about 
developments as they arise, 

“The Secretary maintained the position that the American people 
consider the subject of future peace as a nonpartisan subject which must 
be kept ^tirely out of politics. 
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“Mr. Dulles, on behalf of Governor Dewey, stated that the Governor 
shared this view on the understanding, however, that it did not preclude 
full public nonpartisan discussion of the means of attaining a lastin g peace. 

“The question of whether there will be complete agreem^t on these 
two respective views and their carrying out will depend on future de- 
velopments.” 

I felt that our agreement was of much aid in uniting the Republican 
leaders in support of the policy I was both practicing and urging others 
to practice. Be it said to the credit of Govamor Dewey that from the 
date of this agreement he uniformly rendered excellent service to the 
nonpartisan approach toward the United Nations. 

A number of Democratic leaders and advisers of the President had 
communicated with me just before and during my conversations with 
Dulles, and had criticized the nonpartisan policy I was imdertaking to 
follow. Their theory, like that of the President, was that the Republicans 
would not deserve the obligation they had undertaken to give nonpartisan 
treatment to the postwar organization problems, and they continued to 
retain their doubts imtil the last. Some other Democratic leaders had fdt 
that the international organization could not be kept out of politics. 
Nevertheless, once the a^eement with Dewey was reached, they too were 
scrupulous to observe it. 

I have seldom worked harder cm any project than on the preparation 
for and conduct of the conversations with John Foster Dulles. I was con- 
vinced that, if I did not reach a satisfactory agreement with him, success- 
ful American participation In an international security organization might 
be serioudy jeopardized. During the three days of our conv^sations' I 
held repeated conferences with my associates to get their views and to 
communicate to them the observations being made by Dulles. 

Governor Dewey wrote me on August 25 expressing his deep gratifi- 
cation at the result of the discussions. They constituted, he said, a new 
attitude toward the problem of peace. 1 replied on September 4, after 
submitting my letter to the President iat his approval, that these conver- 
sations and his letter constituted a heartening manifestation of national 
unity on the {problem of establishing an international peace and security 
organization. 

I also wrote Governor Dewey suggesting that our exchange of letters 
be made public so that there might be fuller public understanding of our 
coQunon groimd on this impcartant subject. He tdephoned me on Septem- 
ber 6 and said he would be delisted to have our letters given to the press. 
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He volunteered to send me shortly two or three suggestions in connection > 
with the Dumbarton Oaks meeting, and added that he hoped he and I 
could carry on as we had done, regardless of the result of the election. 

Two days later I received from Governor Dewey a memorandum 
suggesting several changes in the proposed Charter of the United Nations. 
One was that the right to bring a question to the attention of the General 
Assembly or the Executive Council ought to be extended to any state, 
and not limited to member states. Another was that the subject matter 
that might be brought to the attention of the Assembly or the Council 
should include treaty conditions. 

We felt that the powers given to the Security Cduncil and the Assem- 
bly to consider and make recommendations on any situation likely to 
endanger international security or peace took ample care of any need 
for recommendations by the United Nations relating to existing treaties. 
Nevertheless, I immediately sent Dewey’s suggestions to Under Secretary 
Stettinius at Dumbarton Oaks, with the request that, if possible, they 
should be incorporated in the joint document then being formulated. The 
American delegation agreed that the suggestions should be inserted if there 
were no objection from the other two Governments concerned. The Rus- 
sian and British delegations offered no objection, and the suggestions were 
written into the joint draft. 

The Republican leaders wholeheartedly maintained their agreement 
to keep the postwar security organization out of the presidential campaign. 
In only one or two minor instances did I find any cause for complaint. 
As one example, Governor Dewey had begun to make references to the 
nonpartisan agreement and to infer that his party had taken the initiative 
in reaching it, and thus should have the credit for it. I finally drew up a 
statement that the President made public, calling attention to the origin 
of the agreement and the role I had played in it. 

As another example, Governor Dewey made a strong attack on 
what he regarded as the secrecy being maintained at the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference I asked^Hugh Wilson, our former Ambassador to Berlin, 
who was now seeing me on behalf of Dewey and Dulles, to convey to 
them my regret that the Governor should have made a remark that was 
destructive in effect, instead of one that might have been constructive. 

I continued, however, to remain in contact with Dewey and Dulles 
through Wilson, and to keep them informed in detail of developments at 
Dumbarton Oaks. On September n I handed Wilson a five-page memo- 
randum stating the principal changes, additions, and omissions that had 
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been made by the conference to date in the original draft of July i8 
which I had handed to Dulles. 

At the same time I asked Wilson to inform Dewey and Dulles of 
the movement under way to call for Congressional approval of all specific 
applications of force under the security organization. I said that this 
movement might endanger the whole peace program if it were not nipped 
in the bud, and that it was up to the Republican leaders to do something 
about it before it was too late. 

Dulles telephoned me the following day, September 12, to express his 
pleasure over the progress being made at Dumbarton Oaks. I told him the 
suggestions Governor Dewey had made for changes in the original docu- 
ment had gone through all right. I said that I was talking with Republi- 
cans and Democrats alike to get the question of Congressional approval 
disposed of. The difficulty, I said, was that if we got into a lively con- 
troversy over it, the Russians and the British would be scared off, believ- 
ing that we would not be in position to implement an agreement on an 
international organization. I commented that we had enough ticklish 
questions with the Russians already. 

Meantime I had continued my conversations with the special com- 
mittee of eight Senators. On the morning of my last conference with 
Dulles, August 25, I met in my office with Senators Connally, Austin, 
George, La Follette, Vandenberg, White, and Thomas. The la’st-mentioned, 
Elbert D. Thomas of Utah, was added to the group because he had par- 
ticipated during the previous two years in the work of postwar com- 
mittees in the State Department and had been out of town when the 
Senators conferred with me during the spring. Senators Barkley and 
Gillette were away from Washington. 

Two days before our meeting I had sent these Senators a copy of 
our latest outline of the United Nations organization. During the meeting 
I called to their attention a number of changes that had been made since 
I first gave them a copy of the draft in April. These were based on my 
discussions with Congressional leaders and others. 

Among them was a new paragraph providing for the encouragement 
of the use of local or icegional procedures to settle local disputes through 
peaceful means. Another was a provision for the eventual addition of 
France to the permanent members of the Council. A third called atten- 
tion to the fact that in the event of a dispute in which one of the nations 
on the Council was involved, the vote of that nation would not be counted 
in the Council’s decision. Another was the dropping of the provision for 
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an office of President of the organization, while retaining an office of 
Director General. 

During our conversation the question was asked whether the Execu- 
tive or Legislative Branch of die Government, or both, should decide upon 
the application of force under the postwar organization. Two Senators 
took the position that there must be Congressional sanction of the use 
of force in some instances. 

I replied that the only practicable way to make the security organi- 
zation work would be to leave to the Executive the decision as to the use 
of force. I added, however, that I presumed that the President would 
consult Congressional leaders in important instances before taking action. 
I urged that we go forward with our plans for the organization and that, 
when the Senate received the agreement for the application of force under 
the organization, it would have an opportunity to deal with the subject, 
which was really domestic. 

I had a similar conference with Senators Ball, Burton, Hatch, and 
Hill on August 28 . 1 then met in my office on the following day with Rep- 
resentatives Arends, Bloom, Martin, McCormack, Ramspeck, and Ray- 
burn. Representative Eaton was absent from Washington. From neither 
of these two meetings came any objection to our plan and procedure for 
establishing the security organization. 

Senator Vandenberg, however, wrote me a long letter on August 29, 
in which he stated that, if the American delegate to the security organi- 
zation voted in favor of the use of force, this was tantamount to a declara- 
tion of war and therefore conflicted with the exclusive power to declare 
war lodged in Congress by the Constitution. He said he might be willing 
to see the President and his delegate to the international organization act 
in the Western Hemisphere without Congressional reference, but if an 
aggressor arose who could not be curbed except through another world- 
wide war, he did not see how we could escape the necessity for Con- 
gressional consent," 

Two days later, however, Green H. Hackworth, Legal Adviser of the 
State Department, gave me a memorandum in which he held that, when 
the Senate approved the treaty stipulating the American military forces 
to be made available, in conjunction with other members of the United 
Nations, for use in maintaining peace and security, the President would 
have the right to use those armed forces for this purpose without further 
recourse to Congress, I had this circulated among the Senate Foreign Re- 
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lations group and in due course, Senator Vandenberg's objections on this 


score ceased. 

I met with the Senatorial committee again on Sq)tember 12, present 
being Senators Barkley, Connally, George, Gillette, Vandenberg, and 
White. I brought them up to date on the progress of the Dumbartcm Oaks 
meetings, and they indicated their satisfaction. 

Several Senators raised objections to the proposal on which we had 
been working for many months calling for economic and social cooperation 
with regard to dependent peoples. Th^r were greatly afraid of extreme 
views being advanced which they said were very unpopular in the United 
States. 

I replied that I sjunpathized 100 per cent with their ai^rehension, 
and that no one was more opposed than I to the drastic views that had 
been expressed on some phases of this question by Henry Wallace and 
Wendell Willkie. I explained the more practical view we maintained, as 
exemplified by our course toward the Philippines, politically and economi- 
cally. With one-half of the world’s population lying on its back and living 
on the lowest levels of existence, I contended, if we should pass up an 
opportunity to exert our best efforts for an awakening throughout the 
world with req>ect to dependent peoples and their welfare and progress 
and instead leave them to be eidiausted by their parent, reactionary 
governments, it wotdd 1 ^ a world calamity that would greatly impair the 
prestige of our peace organization. No special issue was taken with my 
views, although various Senators held out against extreme attitudes. 

We spent some time discussing the question previously raised by 
Senator Vandenbe]^ about the ri^t of Congress to participate in directing 
the forces of this Gk)vemment allotted to the keeping of the peace in 
conjunction with those of other members of the security organization. 

I said to the Senators that we were approaching the most critical 
stage of our peace undertaking, and that there was, as they had indicated, 
a serious situation in the United States because of the question posed by 
Senator Vandenberg. Russia, I pointed out, was watching closely to see 
whether the American people were strongly behind our document or 
whether they were showing prime interest in this question and forgetting 
tile whole question of future peace. Russia would want to know with rea- 
sonable assurance that this Government would not adopt a plan which, 
by allowing Congress to direct our military forces under the security 
organizatian, might not function as promptly as a threat to the peace 
called for. 
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Bringing up again the proposition that a good peace should be assured 
before the security organization entered into effect, I said there should 
be no issue betwen us on this point. I informed the Senators that we hoped 
soon to see our conferences with the three other large nations concluded, 
and then our -work, with tentative reservations, would go straight to the 
other -United Nations. I hoped to see a full-dress conference called to 
meet, probably in this country, in the fore part of November. When that 
confeience concluded its work and the agreement on an international 
organization was ratified and put into effect, the appropriate nations 
would then proceed to investigate and analyze carefully the whole situa- 
tion of the world with a view to synchronizing the steps to be taken in 
reference to the coming peace treaties. I should then hope to see the 
existence of the security organization made a powerful lever to promote 
the most satisfactory peace settlement in all respects, thereby insuring the 
best possible treaty to accompany the operation of the peace organization 
agreement. 

As the meeting ended, the Senators seemed fully conscious of the ex- 
treme danger ahead for the peace movement if the United States became 
greatly aroused over this question, with the probable result of running 
Russia out of the picture. 

The following day, September 13, I met with the leaders of both 
parties in the House of Representatives, Rayburn, McCormack, Bloom, 
Eaton, Ramspeck, and Arends, and went over the same ground with them. 
The next day I covered the same ground with Senators Ball, Hatch, and 
Hill. 

As a result of all these penetrating discussions of the constitutional 
problem involved, in the course of which it had become so clear that 
immediate American participation, if necessary, in enforcing peace had 
to be assured, the American delegation at the Dumbarton Oaks Confer- 
ence proposed a specific method which happily proved acceptable to all 
concerned. This took the form of the provision that all members of the 
international organization should undertake to make armed forces, facili- 
ties, and assistance available to the Security Council in accordance with 
‘ a special agreement or agreements,^' and that these special agreements 
should in each case be subject to ratification by the signatory states in 
accordance with their constitutional processes. 

As I have already remarked, I had scarcely ever devoted so much 
concentrated effort and attention to any one project as to the nonpartisan 
policy toward the United Nations organization. I made detailed prepara- 
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tions for each meeting with the leaders of the two major parties. When 
we met, I had before me memoranda of the latest developments in our 
postwar planning, so that I could keep the party leaders accurately and 
minutely informed. Previously I held meetings with my associates in the 
State Department so that I might have the benefit of their advice. I have 
never argued more strenuously for any objective than I argued, not only 
with Republicans but also with Democrats, for keeping the United Nations 
organization planning completely out of politics. 

The result of nearly twelve years^ striving to lift foreign policies 
out of partisan politics was all that I could have hoped for. The United 
Nations did not become a campaign issue in 1944. The nation was not 
split over this question so vital to its future, as it had been over the 
League of Nations in 1919 and 1920. When the elections of 1944 were 
over, the nation was as resolved as before, and both major political par- 
ties were as resolved as before, that a United Nations organization should 
be founded to keep the peace, by force if necessary, and that the United 
States should not only be part of it, but also take her share of the leader- 
ship in creating and maintaining it, with all the responsibilities such 
leadership entailed. 
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THE MID-SEPTEMBER DEADLOCK at Dumbartcm Oaks 
over voting procedure in the Council would not resolve itself. I kept 
in close touch with the President and with Under Secretary Stettinius 
and the American delegation as we labored night and day to compose the 
difference and bring the first phase of the conference to an end. 

In accordance with our suggestion, the President had sent a message 
direct to Stalin appealing to him to authorize Ambassador Gromyko to 
agree to the British and American position that the vote of a member of 
the Council involved in a dispute should not be counted. Mr. Roosevelt 
sent this telegram after Stettinius, by agreement with the President and 
myself, had taken Gromyko to the White House at seven-thirty in the 
morning — a most impressive time — for a bedside conference. 

The President and Gromyko talked for more than an hour. Mr. 
Roosevelt pointed out that when husband and wife fell out with each 
other they stated their case to a judge and abided by his ruling; they did 
not vote in the case. This principle, that any party to a dispute could be 
heard but could not vote, he said, had been imbedded by our forefathers 
in American law. He added that the idea of a member of the Council 
voting in a dispute involving itself would be unacceptable to the small 
nations, most of whom would not be members of the Council. 

He sought and obtained Gromyko’s consent to his sending a telegram 
direct to Stalin to put the case up to the Marshal. The President said this 
had to be settled at Dumbarton Oaks because if it were not it would be 
necessary for the British and American Governments to state publicly — 
five minutes after debate opened — ^that they were in agreement on this 
point, in contrast to Russia. 

To the President’s cable Stalin replied in the negative on September 
15. He emphasized the importance which his Govemm&t attached to 
the preservation of the principle of unanimity among the four great pow- 
ers in the organization on all questions, even those involving one or several 
of these powers. Returning to the suggestion we had made in our July 18 
draft that a special procedure for voting in the Council be worked out for 
disputes in which one or more of the major nations were involved, he 
said that in his opinion this was the correct approach. But he pointed out 
that any departure from the principle of unanimity of the leading powers 
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in establishing the international organization would be a deviation from 
the understanding reached on this point at Tehran. 

The Marshal, sa3dng that unanimity among the great powers pre- 
supposed the absence of mutual suspicion between them, remarked that 
the Soviet Union had to take account of the existence of what he csdled 
certain ridiculous prejudices which frequently hampered an objective view 
toward the Soviet Union. He said that other nations of the world should 
consider the consequences that would ensue if the leading powers failed 
to preserve their unanimity. 

He hoped that the President would appreciate the importance which 
he, Stalin, attached to the question of unanimity, and that a satisfactory 
solution would be found. 

The experts of the British, Russian, and American delegations now 
worked out a compromise formula as a basis for discussion and without 
any commitment on the delegations’ part, for submission to their respective 
Governments. Under this formula the Security Council would act on a 
dispute, without the vote of the parties to the dispute being counted, even 
if those parties were permanent members of the Council, so long as en- 
forcement action was not involved. On the other hand, consideration of 
and decisions as to enforcement action of any kind would require the 
unanimous consent of all the permanent members of the Council, whether 
or not one of them were involved. I regarded this formula as a substantial 
concession to the Soviet point of view and the absolute minimum of what 
we- could accept. 

When Stettinius, after consulting with me, telegraphed this solution 
to the President, who was now at Quebec for his conference with Prime 
Minister Churchill, Mr. Roosevelt replied that neither he nor the Prime 
Minister was inclined to approve it. He thought that the compromise pro- 
posal should merely be mentioned in the final Dumbarton Oaks draft as 
having been discussed but without a decision ha.ing been reached, so 
that it could be left up to a meeting of the full United Nations. He said 
that Mr. Churchill, however, was afraid that this last suggestion would 
be imacceptable to the Russians, since they would know that they would 
be overwhelmingly defeated in a United Nations meeting and might “get 
sore” and try to take it out on the other major nations on some other 
issue. I had the impression that th^ President and the Prime Minister 
were so busy with their discussions at Quebec that they simply did not 
take the time to give the question the serious consideration it deserved. 

I thereupon suggested to Stettinius that he go to Hyde Park, New 
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York, where the President had gone from the Quebec Conference, and 
discuss the question with him personally. When Stettinius telephoned the 
President at Hyde Park on September 17 to make the appointment, Mr. 
Roosevelt said that Mr. Churchill was arriving the following morning, he 
himself was tired, he did not see how he could work in a discussion with 
Stettinius, and he asked Stettinius to tell me he hoped to be in Washington 
the following Wednesday, at which time he would be delighted to talk 
over the whole problem with me. He added that he had tried to get Mr. 
Churchill interested in the subject, but that the Prime Minister took the 
position that he had not studied the papers and did not have the time 
to get into it. 

The British and we informed the Russians that the compromise for- 
mula was not acceptable to either of us, and Ambassador Gromyko stated 
that, although he had not heard from Moscow, his Government probably 
would not accept it either. 

I asked Stettinius to see Gromyko and emphasize to him, on my be- 
half, the very serious consequences, both for the creation of an interna- 
tional organization and for the Soviet Union, which might result from 
ending the Dumbarton Oaks Conference without an agreement on voting 
procedure in the Council Stettinius did so and asked Gromyko whether 
his Government would be willing to reconsider our position or discuss some 
new formula, Gromyko replied that his Government's position was final, 
and that continuing the conversations for a week or for a year would not 
change it. He said emphatically that the Soviet Government would never 
consider joining an organization in which a major power involved in a 
dispute did not vote. He added that he did not think his Government 
would agree to the holding of a conference of the United Nations before 
agreement had been reached among the four powers on this vital question. 

Sir Alexander Cadogan likewise stated that his Government could not 
accept a plan to bring the draft proposals before a United Nations confer- 
ence prior to agreement by the four major nations on all basic issues. 

A difference of opinion now developed in the American delegation. 
One group favored proposing additional compromises to the Russians and, 
if the Russians did not accept, agreeing to the Russian position. It felt 
that continuance of the disagreement would prejudice the holding of a 
successful United Nations Conference, would impair the military coopera- 
tion among the three large Western powers in bringing the war to a 
victorious conclusion, and would adversely affect the prospect of Russia’s 
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entering the war against Japan. Some of them also felt that the Russian 
position was essentially sound. 

The other group insisted that the effect of a lack of agreement on 
the voting' arrangements was being overemphasized. A quick compromise 
on the Russian terms, they thought, might conceivably imperil the crea- 
tion of the United Nations organization because it might be rejected by 
the British Dominions, the Latin American Republics, and other countries. 
They thought that most of what we could expect to achieve at Dumbarton 
Oaks had been agreed upon, and that the vital issue of voting might be 
referred for discussion at a higher level; namely, the chiefs of state. 
They therefore suggested that the Russian phase of the discussions be 
brought to a close and Ambassador Gromyko informed that the voting 
question had been referred to the heads of state. 

Meantime both groups proposed that the President send a further 
personal appeal to Stalin, although each suggested different phraseology. 

At that point I called the entire delegation to my ofi&ce on September 
ig to canvass the whole situation. I remarked that all who had seen the 
recent motion picture, Wilson, were probably impressed, as I had been, 
by the remarkable similarity between the conditions that confronted 
American leaders at that time and those that now confronted us. It was 
instructive to see, I said, that American statesmen then had done their 
best, often in the face of difficulties and obstacles, to arrive at agreement 
on ways to preserve the peace. 

With regard to the present conversations, I suggested the need of 
patience and of taking a friendly attitude in dealing with our friends 
from the Soviet Union. 

“In my judgment,” I said, “which I formed at Moscow and have had 
confirmed in the months of the remarkably substantial progress since 
then, the Soviet Union has made up its mind to follow the course of inter- 
national cooperation. All Russia’s interests caused her to* take this course. 
It is only through international cooperation .that she can advance her 
general economic interests, her industrial development, her social wel- 
fare — ^all of her permanent interests. Like some other nations at various 
times and under various circumstances, the Soviet Union might get off the 
line, but if this happens she would have to come back into line in time 
because she would discover that any course other than cooperation vfas 
against her own interests.” 

I remarked that we had made so much progress already, and every- 
thing seemed to have gone off so well, that sometimes we who were in the 
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midst of this effort were likely to forget that in any great endeavor such 
as this to establish an international organization, there would be hitches 
now and tlien. I said we could not expect to attain rapidly all our objec- 
tives, including this big objective. 

It had been my thought for some time, I said, that the international 
organization might not actually be established as soon as some people 
thought desirable. As one of our problems I mentioned the view presented 
to me that we should wait to establish the organization until it could be 
seen whether we were to have a good peace or a bad peace. Another prob- 
lem was our effort to bring into the organization the nations associated 
with the United Nations which had broken off relations with but had not 
declared war against the Axis. I had particularly in mind the six Latin 
American Republics in this category, not including Argentina. 

have thought for somertime,” I added, ^^that it might be desirable 
to take all the necessary steps to perfect the lines on which the United 
Nations organization should be established and then to halt, in order to 
survey the political and economic conditions and settlements before decid- 
ing when we should actually establish the organization and set it in 
motion.” 

I again emphasized that it would be unwise to let ourselves think 
of rushing through with our task. The movement for an international 
organization to maintain peace and security had already taken four hun- 
dred years, I commented, going back in our country as far as William 
Penn. Moreover, the public might require time to get a clear understand- 
ing, particularly of new proposals. And the very process of getting agree- 
ment on points demanded patience. For example, it was necessary to ex- 
plain certain things to the Russians that they did not imderstand; then 
there had to be time for discussion among the Russians themselves at 
Dumbarton Oaks; and finally there had to be time for the Soviet Govern- 
ment to discuss -the issues, I concluded by saying we would discuss the 
points in suspense with the President in the next day or two. 

When the meeting was over, I felt that my talk with the delegation 
had stimulated them to return to the conference with the determination 
to bring it to as successful a conclusion as possible. The two segments 
of the delegation — one urging in effect an agreement on Russia’s terms 
add the other urging adjournment of the conference followed by a dis- 
cussion among the chiefs of state— -withdrew the separate memoranda 
they had presented, and redoubled their efforts to agree on a common 
program. 
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When Stettinius and I talked over the conference situation with the 
President on September 21, being later joined by James C. Dunn and Leo 
Pasvolsky of the State Department and Vice Admiral Willson and Lieu- 
tenant General Embick, the President said he felt that the only course to 
pursue was to recess the Dumbarton Oaks Conference with the Russians 
as quickly as possible. He thought that the voting question should be left 
for the future. 

General Embick stated the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff' that, 
whatever course was followed, it should be worked out in a harmonious 
way so as not to endanger our relations with the Soviet Union. He and 
Admiral Willson agreed with the plan of postponing a settlement of the 
pending questions. 

The proposed further message from the President to Stalin was left 
in abeyance. The President was then looking forward to another personal 
meeting with Stalin and Churchill in a matter of weeks, at which he could 
take up the voting question with Stalin personally. This meeting, how- 
ever, was delayed from week to week because of Stalin’s refusal to go 
to any city far removed from his general headquarters — ^the same situa- 
tion tbaX had arisen prior to the Tehran Conference. The President and 
the Prime Minister finally had to give in, and the meeting was hdd at 
Yalta, on the Black Sea, in February, 1945. 

There the three statesmen, although each had previously rejected 
it, agreed to a voting formula almost identical with the compromise for- 
mula worked out at Dumbarton Oaks,, to the effect that in the pacific 
settlement of a dispute the vote of a party to the dispute, even if a per- 
manent member of the Council, would not be counted, whereas it would 
be counted in balloting on enforcement action. The voting formula actu- 
ally adopted at Yalta had been worked out by State Department experts 
in the interval between the Dumbarton Oaks and the Yalta Conferences, 
and accepted by the President. He proposed it at Yalta. 

To return to the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, Ambassador Gromyko 
on September 27, after receiving final instructions from his Government 
concerning the latest draft of the proposed United Nations Charter, com- 
municated to the conference a series of concessions. His Government ac- 
cepted the chapter on amendments. It ^reed to the insertion of a pro- 
vision that the American delegation had proposed relating to the promo- 
tion of human rights and fundamental freedoms. It consented to the 
paragraph proposed by the British to the effect that the section on pacific 
settlement of disputes should not apply to matters of domestic jurisdiction. 
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The conference agreed to insert in the text of the proposed Charter a 
statemeiit that the question of voting procedure in the Council was still 
under consideration. 

Gromyko took the edge off his concessions by stating that he wanted 
to make it plain that his Government s agreement to a general conference 
of the United Nations depended upon two conditions. The first was that . 
the British and American Governments should meet the Soviet proposals 
as to voting in the Council. Gromyko reemphasized his Government’s con- 
tention that the principle of the unanimity of the four great powers had 
to be applied unconditionally. The second was that those Governments 
should agree that the sixteen Soviet Republics would be initial members 
of the United Nations organization. 

The President and I both felt that some agreement could be reached 
on Russia’s first condition, but we thought Stalin’s desire to include the 
sixteen Soviet Republics as members of the United Nations an insur- 
mountable obstacle, and resolutely opposed it. 

There were now five questions concerning the United Nations or- 
ganization left unsettled, for future decision. These were: voting in the 
Council; statute of the International Court of Justice (the creation of 
the Court as a part of the United Nations organization had been agreed 
to); initial membership; trusteeships; and liquidation of the League of 
Nations. 

To my great disappointment, the project of trusteeships under the 
United Nations, to replace and liberalize the old system of mandates 
under the League of Nations, had not been brought up at the conference. 
This had been a project conceived and elaborated in the State Depart- 
ment by my associates and me and enthusiastically concurred in by the 
President. We had not brought it up at the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, 
however, because of the specific and insistent request of the United States 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The Joint Chiefs felt that a discussion of the trusteeship system 
would inevitably embrace concrete questions of who should be trustee 
over what territories, and that dissension mi^t therefore arise among the 
major Allies, 

Furthermore, they were anxious to keep the whole matter open pend- 
mg a determination within our own Government of a definite policy with 
regard to the subsequent disposal of some of the Japanese islands in the 
Pacific, including those held by Japan under mandate. It was their view 
that complete control of these islands by the United States for military 
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purposes was necessary to bur national security, and they felt that this 
could perhaps best be achieved through outright annexation rather than 
through a trusteeship system. 

My associates and I, on the other hand, were convinced that the 
security interests of the United States in the Pacific, including the attain- 
ment of the specific objective of United States control of the islands for 
military purposes, could be fully secured through a system of trusteeship. 
Such a system was eventually worked out at San Francisco. While we 
agreed to the omission of this subject from the Dumbarton Oaks dis- 
cussions, we did not intend to let the project die and hoped to bring it 
up again at the general meeting of the United Nations. 

The Russian phase of the Dumbarton Oaks Conference ended on 
September 28, and the Chinese phase began at once. In opening this sec- 
ond stage, I said to the delegates that I was fully convinced that the ex- 
cellent work already done, and that which we were about to undertake, 
would carry us a long way toward complete understanding among our 
Governments and toward the wider understanding which the peace-loving 
peoples of the world so ardently desired. 

I added that the joint recommendations to be made by the repre- 
sentatives of our Governments would, upon the conclusion of the second 
phase of the conversations, be made available to the peoples of all peace- 
loving nations for full public discussion. ‘The strength of the organiza- 
tion which we propose to establish,” I remarked, “can be no greater than 
the support given to it by an informed public opinion throughout the 
world.” 

It was also our hope, I said, that a full United Nations conference 
might be convened at an early date to bring to fruition the work already 
done. 

The conversations with the Chinese delegation, headed by the emi- 
nent and very able statesman, Dr. Wellington Koo, offered no particular 
difficulties. The Chinese delegation had been currently informed of the 
developments in the first phase. Moreover, in general, they were already 
of our way of thinking. They offered a number of cogent observations, 
but they were willing to go along on the basis of the draft already agreed 
to and to bring up their further views at the general conference. 

At the end of the Chinese phase of the conference the British, Chi- 
nese, and Americans agreed in two documents on changes in wording of 
the proposed Charter, for submission to the full conference of all the 
United Nations. In the first document we agreed that the Charter should 
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provide specifically for settlement of disputes “with due regard for prin- 
ciples of justice and international law.” In the second, relating to the 
economic and social council, we agreed that the council Should provide 
for the promotion of educational and other forms of cultural cooperation. 

The three delegations felt that all three of these concepts — justice, 
international law, and cultural cooperation — ^were already imbedded in 
the text of the proposed Charter as agreed upon during the first phase of 
the Dumbarton Oaks conversations. They were perfectly willing, how- 
ever, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, to see them introduced 
textually into flie draft. It seemed^ too late at that point to discuss the 
matter with the Russians, particularly since to open up this issue might 
entail long delays because of the need to exchange communications with 
Moscow, and might therefore retard the publication of the text already 
agreed upon. The British, the Chinese, and ourselves therefore decided 
that the understanding reached would be brought to the attention of the 
Soviet Government after the publication of the Dumbarton Oaks text 
with a view to securing their approval to having it presented to the full 
conference in the name of the four Governments. In the meantime these 
supplementary documents were not to be made public. The Soviet ap- 
proval of this understanding was obtained shortly after the opening of 
the San Francisco Conference, and the points contained in the under- 
standing were then presented to the San Francisco Conference as a pro- 
posed amendment by the four major nations. 

As the Anglo-American-Chinese conversations neared their close, Brit- 
ish Fore^n Secretary Eden suggested to me through Ambassador Winant 
on October 4 that a follow-up meeting should be held by the foreign 
ministers of the four nations to acc^t the condusions of the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference and to sign documents. He suggested a meeting place 
in Africa. The illness that was now overtaking me did not permit my 
accepting his proposal. 

Prior to the release of the Dumbarton Oaks draft to the press I sent 
copies to John Foster Dulles for Governor Dewey. I had previously tele- 
phoned him on September 23 to inform him that the first phase of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Conference had resulted in practical agreement, and 
that we and the British would shortly go into conference with the Chi- 
nese. Dulles wrote me on October 13 that Govemer Dewey and he highly 
appreciated the proposes agreed to at Dumbarton Oaks. Although th^e 
were many imperfections and inadequades, he added, the nmin thing was 
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to get started, and the proposals brought that within the realm of early 
possibility. “For this,” he continued, “the world owes you much.” 

Also prior to the release of the proposals we sent copies to our diplo- 
matic missions in Latin America to be handed to the Governments of the 
American Rq)ublic5. Throughout the conference we had kept the repre- 
sentatives of those Republics as fully informed of developments as we 
possibly could. A few of the statesmen of Latin America nevertheless had 
felt that they were not being sufficiently consulted on postwar planning. 

It was impossible, however, to bring the American Republics into a 
preliminary conference such as Dumbarton Oaks without bringing in all 
the other United Nations. It was obvious that the most effective way to 
prepare the Charter was for the four major nations to reach tentative 
agreement first among themselves, always with the thought that their con- 
clusions were not fixed and final but were subject to modification after 
discussion with the other United Nations. A full-scale conference among 
the United Nations at this point might have led to innumerable diffi- 
culties and differences of opinion and to great delay. Meantime the Latin 
American Republics, as well as all United Nations, had had full represen- 
tation at the other conferences, such as the United Nations Food Con- 
ference, the International Labor Organization Conference, the Monetary 
and Financial Conference, and the United Nations Relief and Rehabilita- 
tion Administration Conference. 

Prior to and during the Dumbarton Oaks Conference I had made 
every effort to keep the Latin American Republics, except Argentina, as 
fully informed as possible. On June 26 I had called the Ambassadors of 
the Central American Republics— Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Panama — ^to my office and had given them in 
comprehensive background report of our efforts to date. 

I had sent a circular telegram to all our diplomatic missions in Latin 
America, except Argentina, on July ii instructing them to inform those 
Governments that we were about to initiate exchanges of views with 
the United Kingdom, the U.S.S.R., and China on a postwar organiza- 
tion, and that as soon as possible thereafter exchanges of views would be 
held with other United Nations and associated nations. 

In our studies^ I said, we had devoted particular attention to the 
special relationship that existed between the United States and the other 
American Republics. I invited their attentiem to the President’s statement 
of June IS and asked their comments. 

I said there was no inconsistency' between what I had described in 
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my June i statement as “our disposition and purpose to see that all 
nations, especially the small nations, are kept on a position of equality 
with all others” and the fact that our first conversations were to be held 
only with the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and China. Since these 
three nations and the^United States, I pointed out, inevitably had to bear 
the major responsibility for the maintenance of peace in the postwar 
years, there was no possibility of the successful establishment of a general 
international organization unless all these nations were prepared to sup- 
port it. 

As the Dumbarton Oaks Conference neared its conclusion, I had two 
long conferences with Latin American representatives to give them all 
information possible on the conversations. On September 15 I called in 
the representatives of Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Uruguay, 
and Venezuela, and on the following day the representatives of Bolivia, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, and El SsClvador, I pointed out that in 
the Dumbarton Oaks talks we had insisted on certain principles already 
established in the inter-American community — for example, noninterven- 
tion and nondiscrimination. I added that we had also insisted on the ob- 
servance of the rights of middle- and small-sized nations, that we recog- 
nized that the large and small nations were interdependent, and that we 
had sought in every way to increase the functions of the United Nations 
Assembly, in which every nation would be represented. 

On October '9 "we released to the pres^the proposals for the establish- 
ment of a general international organization agreed upon at Dumbarton 
Oaks. The President, Stettinius, and I made statements expressing our 
satisfaction with the work thus far accomplished but emphasizing that the 
task of planning the United Nations organization still required constant 
effort along with an unfailing determination that the sacrifices of the war 
should not be in vain. Mr. Roosevelt, referring to his extreme satisfac- 
tion and even surprise that so much could have been accomplished on so 
difficult a subject in so short a time, stated: “This achievement was largdy 
due to the long and thorough preparations which were made by the Gov- 
ernments represented, and, in our case, was the restdt of the untiring 
devotion and care which the Secretary of State has personally given to 
this work for more than two and a half years — ^indeed for many years.” 

Three days later, on Columbus Day, Under Secretary Stettinius rep- 
resented me at a reception given at Blair House for the chiefs of diplo- 
matic missions from the other American Republics and talked with them 
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further about the achievements of the conference. On my behalf, he as- 
sured them that he and I, as well as other officials in the Department, 
would welcome all opportunities to discuss postwar questions with them. 
A series of discussions between Latin American diplomats and Depart- 
ment officials followed. 

After the Dumbarton Oaks Conference adjourned, a temporary lull 
came in the series of meetings on postwar planning I had held during 
six months with Congressional leaders. I took that occasion to send each 
of them a letter thanking him for his extremely valuable service as we 
moved forward in a spirit of nonpartisanship toward the creation of 
machinery for a just and lasting peace. 

One of my last acts in office was to request Under Secretary Stettinius 
to set up a committee within the State Department to give continuing 
attention to keeping the security organization out of politics. Stettinius 
sent me a memorandum on October 19, the day before I left my bed 
at home for the hospital, saying he had instituted such a committee. 
Political Adviser James C. Dunn would keep in touch with Hugh Wilson 
so that Governor Dewey would be kept informed of steps taken to carry 
forward the work begun at Dumbarton Oaks. Stettinius also talked with 
Benjamin V. Cohen, one of the President’s advisers, to ask that he do 
what he could at the White House to continue scrupulous adherence to 
the nonpartisan agreement I had reached with Dulles. 

I likewise gave my hearty endorsement to a proposal Stettinius took 
up with me that the Department, because of the enormous stake of our 
people in a successful general international organization to keep the peace, 
should undertake off-the-recoid conversations in all sections of the nation 
to discuss with the people ever3nvhere the meaning and limitations of the 
proposed organization and our expectations concerning it. In this way 
not only was the public informed and taken into our confidence, but also 
the responsible officials of the Government received the benefit of the 
thinking and indeed the prayers of the American people as a whole. These 
talks also revealed that Americans in overwhelming majority, as well as 
the leaders of the political parties, regarded the question of the future 
peace and security of the world as above any partisan consideration. 

During October, Myron C. Taylor, who had returned to the Vatican 
as the President’s personal representative, had a long audience with Pope 
Pius XIL Without expressing a final determination as to Vatican policy, 
the Pope raised the question of possible Vatican membership in the 
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United Nations, and sought information as to the terms under which 
a small state such as Vatican City would be admitted. 

After studying this question, however, we did not believe it advisable 
to encourage Vatican membership. While recognizing the world-wide and 
beneficent influence of the Vatican, we concluded that Vatican City was 
too small to be able to undertake the responsibilities, such as participa- 
tion in measures of force to preserve or restore the peace, which every 
member of the United Nations had to incur. We recalled that the League 
of Nations had similarly discouraged the admission of very small states. 

In the same month Prime Minister Churchill had an exchange of 
messages with the President prior to his going to Moscow, in which he 
said in effect that he knew the President’s mind so well that he thought 
he could speak for both countries and take up with Marshal Stalin the 
questions left unsettled at Dumbarton Oaks. Mr. Roosevelt replied, how- 
ever, that he preferred to wait until the three of them could meet, and 
Mr, Churchill agreed. 

The Dumbarton Oaks proposals were now before the peoples of the 
peace-loving nations for discussion. Before I resigned the following month 
I had the satisfaction of seeing these proposals meet with reasonable ap- 
proval. Naturally there were criticisms, some of which were well taken. 
And admittedly the question of voting procedure in the Council still had 
to be ironed out. 

Nevertheless, we had now laid a basis on solid rock for the forma- 
tion of the United Nations organization, in agreement with the other 
major nations having the same aspirations as ours. 

The San Francisco Conference in April, May, and June, 1945, worked 
on the basis of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. These were supplemented 
and amended by suggestions put forward by the various delegations, in- 
cluding those of the four nations that had participated in the Dumbarton 
Oaks meeting. The final results were embodied in a formal legal text 
accepted unanimously, without reservations, and signed by representa- 
tives of fifty nations on June 26. 

The San Francisco Conference is entitled to great credit for the im- 
mense services it rendered. No one would be disposed, however, to ques- 
tion the general opinion of those participating in the Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference and later the San Francisco Conference that the chief founda- 
tion!^ of the world organization, including its basic principles and machin- 
ery, grew out of the five years’ study and preparation that culminated 
in the meeting at Dumbarton Oaks, the results of whidi, in turn, became 
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the foundation for the San Francisco Conference. In fact, if out 
of the Charter of the United Nations that emerged from San Francisco 
one were to take the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, the remainder would 
in a large sense resemble a tree without a trunk or roots. 



123 : Fourth Term and Resignation 


SOME TIME BEFORE Franklin D. Roosevelt was nomi* 
nated at Chicago on July 20, 1944, for a fourth term, he again proposed 
to me at the White House my nomination as Vice President. He said he 
knew I could have the nomination if I would take it 

The President knew I would not take it, however, because the war 
was still on and I was thoroughly involved in foreign affairs. I felt as I 
had in 1940, when I repeatedly refused an identical suggestion; namely, 
that I could serve better, in the drcumstances, as Secretary of State than 
as Vice President. I expressed my appreciation to the President, but said 
I was deeply engaged in foreign policy and did not feel I could leave it. 

The fourth term seemed more natural to the general public, includ- 
ing myself, than the third term. The tradition had already been Mattered, 
and in 1944 we were at war, which had not been the case in 1940. The 
President felt the atuation was difficult, we were in so deep, he was at 
the helm, and therefore he iffiould yield to the wide^read demands that 
he stand for election again. 

I took no part in the campaign that followed. I was thoroughly ab- 
sorbed in working for the creation of the United Nations organization and 
in solidif3dng a nonpartisan policy approach to it. I particularly wanted 
to keep free of politics wlule engaged in this work, whidi I bdieved to 
be above party. 

The President sent me a memoranduip dated September 29, 1944, 
in whidi he said: “I hope much that, in making your plans, you will ar- 
range to go on the air about twice between now and election day. The 
country needs some of your dear thinking and needs to have it kept 
to date.” 

He thm said it was his thought that he would make one speech be- 
tween then and election day cm foreign policy, and .he would he “etern- 
ally grateful” if I would have prepared for him a draft of a speedi con- 
tahiing six points. These were: 

“(i) What we have dime in the past to promote peace in the world. 

“(2) What we have done to promote international trade. 

“(3) How we tried to keep our own peace after Poland was attacked, 
and before Pearl Harbor. 
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«(4) Some of the specific steps taken by the Republican leaders to 
block our efforts in all these things. 

“(5) The steps we have taken for the future peace of the world in 
the past two years. 

“(6) The prospects of a permanent international peace in the 
future.” 

The President concluded his memorandum by saying: *Tt is my 
thought that if you could outline what you would say in your two speeches 
and what you suggest I should say, the three of them will not conflict. It 
seems to me that this is a practical way of going about it, and I need not 
tell you that what you say will have very great weight both in the later 
peace proceedings and in our own election.^’ 

Wien I received this memorandum I had already planned to call on 
the ftesident at the White House the following Sunday and inform him 
of my forthcoming resignation. I made the call as planned and told him, 
with a feeling of the keenest disappointment, that I had been overexert- 
ing myself for some time and now found myself in such physical condi- 
tion that I should have to resign. I said I was leaving my office within 
another day or two to go straight to* bed, where I must remain for an 
indefinite period. 

The President did not seem to want to believe me. We had a rather 
casual conversation before I left his office. The question of preparing a 
speech for him and of my making two campaign speeches was not men- 
tioned by us then or tliereafter, althougji the Department later assisted 
the President in preparing his major foreign policy address of the 
campaign. 

Three days later, on October 2, my seventy-third birthday, I left the 
State Department a very ill man. I spent eighteen days at my apartment 
trying vainly to recover, during which I carried on my work to some 
degree, and was then taken to the Naval Medical Center at Bethesda, 
Maryland, where I remained for about seven months, at times in very 
grave condition. The terrific strain of nearly twelve years in the State De- 
partment — half again longer than anyone else in our history — during one 
of the most crucial periods in the life of our nation, had utterly exhausted 
me. 

Soon after I arrived at the hospital, the President sent the White 
House physician, Vice Admiral Ross T, Mclntire, to reassure me about 
my condition and to convince me that I would recover sufficiently to re- 
sume my duties within a reasonable time. Then the President visited me 
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for an hour and a half during which he urged upon me the wisdom of not 
resigning. He assured me I could take some leave and, after a reasonable 
period, return to my office at the State Department. 

I did not hesitate but promptly declined to withhold my resignation. 

I said it was next to taking my life to be compelled to resign, with the 
tremendous plans to which I had been giving my chief attention not yet 
adopted. But, I added, I had almost utterly exhausted my strength in 
undertaking to carry forward these gigantic efforts, and I had swung down 
to the lowest rung on the physical ladder; I could not possibly retain my 
office with its terrific responsibilities and at the same time make a re- 
covery. 

The President then urged very insistently that I not resign until the 
end of his present term, January 20, 1945. I replied that personally I 
should be extremely glad to take this course; but I pointed out thit if I 
did so critics would begin almost in no time to emphasizie the tremendous 
responsibilities resting on me and the State Department and, while ex- 
pressing sympathy for me in my illness, they would soon begin to insist 
that the critical nature of conditions required a Secretary of State on close 
watch at the Department, with the result that they would soon be criti- 
cizing the President. 

Mr. Roosevelt then asked that I withhold my resignation at least 
until after the election. To this I agreed. 

On October 26, a fortnight before the elections, I issued a personal 
statement praising President Roosevelt’s leadership and characterizing 
him as a statesman equipped by nature and experience to meet the enor- 
mous problems confronting the nation. 

A fortnight after the election I dictated a letter to the President, ten- 
dering my resignation. Happily, the war was now largely won. Allied forces 
occupied virtually all of France and Belgium, part of Holland, and the 
Italian peninsula up to Florence. American forces had landed in the 
Philippines. The menace of German submarines and raiders in the Atlantic 
had been largely overcome. Bulgaria, Rumania, and Finland had sur- 
rendered. 

“It is a matter of special satisfaction to me,” I said in my letter of 
November 21, “that throughout my almost twelve years at the Depart- 
ment of State, our personal relations have been uniformly and invariably 
agreeable, and that, by our joint efforts, many difficult tasks growing out 
of the foreign relations of this country before and during this war have 
been brought to partial or full completion; many great questions have 
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been faced successfully; and many forward movements of surpassing im- 
portance to friendly relations among nations have been instituted.” 

Looking ahead, I continued: “As-the war draws to a close there re- 
mains a vast area of complex and difficult conditions and problems which 
must be dealt with in the months and years immediately ahead. It is a 
supreme tragedy to me personally that I am unable to continue making 
my full contribution to such great international undertakings as the crea- 
tion of the postwar peace organization, the solution of the many other 
problems involved in the promotion of international cooperation, and the 
finfl] development of a full and complete structure of a world order under 
law.’^ 

I concluded by saying that when I recovered my health I should be 
always at his service in every possible way. 

The President that same day wrote me a splendid letter, which he 
began by saying that my letter had hit him ‘‘between wind and ivater.” 
“It has been very sad,” he went on, “for me even to contemplate the end- 
ing of our close relationship during all these twelve years. It is not merely 
that our personal relations have been so uniformly and invariably agree- 
able, or that our joint work has borne true success in so many fields, as 
it is the personal feeling of not being able to lean on you for aid and 
intimate interchange of thought. 

“This is especially true because we have come so far along the road 
of friendly relations among nations that I have counted so much on your 
help in carrying this work through the final stage of complex and difiicult 
conditions which still face us, 

“Your health is honestly my first thought, and I am really confident 
that you will be on your feet again in a relatively short time, even though 
you are limited to special tasks and avoid the daily routine of Department 
work. As of today, therefore, you must devote all your thought to getting 
back on your feet and on this all your friends will join in helping.” 

He then repeated his suggestion that I continue in o^ce until the 
beginning of the fourth term, saying: 

“I will, of course, accept your resignation as Secretary of State if 
you want me to do so. But I wish you would, as an altemature, allow me 
to accept it as of January twentieth, which is the end of our Third Term. 
Perhaps sentiment enters into this suggestion a little bit, but it would give 
me great satisfaction if we should round out the three terms. That means 
two months more, and during that time I could see you from time to time 
and get your advice on some of the things that will come before us.’* 
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The President then made a suggestion which would have been dear 
indeed to my heart had I been able to accept it. “Incidentally,” he said, 
“when th6 organization of the United Nations is set up, I shall continue 
to pray that you as the Father of the United Nations may preside over its 
first session. That has nothing to do with whether you are Secretary of 
State or not at the time, but should go to you as the one person in all the 
world who has done the most to make this great plan for peace an effec- 
tive fact. In so many different ways you have contributed to friendly 
relations among nations that even though you may not remain in a posi- 
tion of executive administration, you will continue to help the wprld with 
your moral guidance.” 

The President’s appeal was so heartfelt and affected me so greatly 
that I had an earnest talk with the doctors who were treating me. Their 
answer was that I cduld not possibly return to my office for a long time 
to come. I did not think it fair either to the Government or to myself, 
therefore, to accept the President’s suggestion that I remain in office until 
January 20. I felt it was only just that a new Secretary of State should 
be named to take over. And I felt that, as titular head of the State De- 
partment, I would be held responsible for foreign policies in the formu- 
lation of which I had no active part. 

I therefore replied to the President on November 23, telling him I 
was deeply moved by his letter and eternally grateful for his kind solici- 
tude about my health and his generous references to our close personal 
and official relationship of twelve years. After repeating that it was a 
personal tragedy to me that my state of health made it impossible to con- 
tinue in the public service, and after stating that I would always cherish 
the ties between us of friendship and affection, I said: 

“With all my heart I wish that I could meet your desire that my 
resignation as Secretary of State become effective on January 20 rather 
than now. I have consulted again with my physicians. The speed of my 
recovery is (Jipfinitely connected with the extent to which I can be free 
from all worry and responsibility. You can well understand that, at a 
time like this, it is impossible for me to lay aside the heavy responsibilities 
of the Secretaryship of State so long as I remain in that office. In fairness 
to the cause for which you and I have worked so long together, to the 
country, to you, and to myself, I feel that my resignation must become 
effective now.” 

I- repeated that^ as soon as I recovered my health, I would be en- 
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tirely at his service with whatever contribution I could make individually 
to the solution of the tremendous and crucial problems that lay ahead. 

The President now accepted my resignation, and announced it on 
November 27. He named the Under Secretary of State, Edward R. Stet- 
tinius, Jr., to succeed me. My tenure ended officially on November 30, 
1944 - 

In the days that followed I received messages of regret from foreign 
ministers and leading statesmen and citizens throughout the world, includ- 
ing Churchill, Molotov, and Eden. Mr. Churchill assured me of his “ad- 
miration for your long service in such exacting times” and hoped I should 
“soon be restored to health and able once more to bring to our counsels 
the great weight of your experience and wisdom in international affairs.” 
Molotov, sending me Marshal Stalin’s regards and wishes for good health, 
said he hoped that “your knowledge and experience will continue to serve 
the cause of collaboration between the United States and the Soviet 
Union as well as between other United Nations for the achievement and 
cementing of our common victory.” I regarded all these messages as 
tributes to the principles I had long been advocating rather than to myself. 

The President came to see me at the hospital several times. On one 
occasion, looking tired and worn — ^he was then only a few weeks from 
death — ^he said to me as I lay in bed, “I ought to be there where you are.” 

During the seven long months in the hospital I was frequently heart- 
ened by signs that, though I was out of office, my work was not forgotten. 
On November 24, 1944, the Variety Clubs of America conferred upon me 
their Humanitarian Award for 1943. On December 29 the personnel of 
the Department of State and the Foreign Service presented a bust of me 
to the Department. The United States Senate, on January 3, i94S> estab- 
lished a precedent when it accepted a bust of me for placement in the 
Capitol. The bust, sculptured at the initiative of the Evening Times and 
Sunday Times of Cumberland, Maryland, was presented by Senator Mil- 
lard Tydings and accepted by Vice President Wallace, presiding over the 
Senate. A motion permitting its acceptance had been* made by Senator 
Kenneth D. McKellar of Tennessee and passed by the Senate and the 
House. 

The Tennessee State Legislature also unveiled a bust of me in the 
State Capitol at Nashville on January 9, 194S- The State Senate passed 
a joint resolution/ the House concurring, paying me many compliments 
and also, to my delight, specifically praising Mrs. Hull. The resolution 
resolved “that Tennessee, through this means, voices the State’s grateful 
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acknowledgments to Mrs. Hull, not only for her devoted and unremitting 
attentions to her illustrious husband during his illness, but for the intelli- 
gent support she has uniformly given him in his efforts to fulfill his respon- 
sibilities to his office, to his Country and to all mankind.” 

President Roosevelt wrote me on February lo, 1945, from the Yalta 
Conference that I was his and Secretary Stettinius’s first choice as chair- 
man of the American delegation to the United Nations Conference. He 
added that Admiral Mclntire, his physician, felt, however, that in my 
own best interests I should not be asl^pd to assume this arduous task. The 
President therefore requested me to be a member of the American delega- 
tion and senior adviser to it. 

Also from the Yalta Conference I received a cable signed by Roose- 
velt, Stalin, Churchill, Molotov, Eden, and Stettinius, saying: ^^We have 
missed you at this conference and send to you our affectionate greetings. 
We wish for you a speedy recovery in order that all of us may have the 
benefit of association with you again.” 

I should state at this point that I was not consulted by the President 
or anyone else on policy issues prior to or during the Yalta Conference. 
The President visited me at the hospital just before departing for Yalta, 
but he did not take up any of the topics he expected to discuss with Stalin 
and Churchill or the decisions he might make. Nor was I informed be- 
forehand of the purposes of this Government at any other important con- 
ference subsequently, except that at San Francisco. 

I should say, in fairness to others, that since my resignation I have 
not taken part in the conduct of our foreign policy, I have followed in 
a general way from the sidelines the course of world affairs, commenting 
in public statements now and then on basic questions and talking in- 
formally with both private citizens and officials, but referring mainly to 
our policies in operation while I was at the State Department. On account 
of my health I have been obliged to refrain from any role of consultant or 
adviser to officials of the Government on foreign affairs, with the exception 
that, as a delegate, I offered some long-distance advice during the San 
Francisco Conference, and that I made one suggestion to Secretary of 
State Byrnes with regard to the Emperor institution in Japan, which I 
have related in the last chapter on the Far East. In conversations with 
officials who called to see me I sought only to repeat and emphasize the 
principles to which this Government had adhered up to the time of my 
resignation. It is not the province of these Memoirs to take up our foreign 
relations since the date of my resignation. 
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Two months after the Yalta Conference I was stunned on April 12 
by President Roosevelt's sudden death. He had come to see me the day 
before leaving for Hyde Park and then for Warm Springs, where he died 
a few days later. On the occasion of his visit I admonished him about his 
health, saying he should take more rest. He said he was leaving the follow- 
ing day for this purpose. On the day of his death I issued a statement 
saying: “No greater tragedy could have befallen our country and the 
world at this time. His inspiring vision, his high statesmanship, and his 
superb leadership were factors without which the United Nations could 
not have come to the present phase of the war with victory just in sight. 
That leadership is gone, but his vision and the spirit of his statesmanship 
must continue to inspire us for the crucial task which even now is before 
us, the task of building a world peace. Mankind will be vastly poorer 
because of his passing.” 

President Roosevelt, in my opinion, was one of the greatest social 
reformers in our modem history, even though many persons might dis- 
agree with certain of his reforms. As Commander-in-Chief, his achieve- 
ments were outstanding among those of other commanders-in-chief. In 
my opinion he had no contemporary rival in political skill. As long as 
I knew him he was always an earnest follower of individual liberty, free- 
dom, and other basic rights and privileges necessary for the welfare of 
the private citizen. These included the ideals of justice, law, and order. 
He was a strong and consistent, and oftentimes an extreme, liberal in his 
views. The steps he took in the military field which led straight toward 
victory meant everything to us in the diplomatic field by giving to the 
force of our diplomacy the indispensable backing of military success. 

When the President died I was composing a letter on trade agree- 
ments, which had formed one of the cornerstones of the foreign policy 
of his Administration. This I sent on April 14, 1945, to Representative 
Doughton, chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, to urge 
strongly the passage of a resolution to extend the Trade Agreements Act, 
which otherwise would expire June 12, 1945. I was later gratified to see 
the Act extended. 

Prior to his death. President Roosevelt had appointed me, as he had 
suggested from Yalta, a member of the American delegation to the San 
Francisco Conference and its senior adviser, with Secretary of State Stet- 
tinius as chairman. Being still in the Naval Hospital, I was unable to take 
a large share in the proceedings at San Francisco. 

In a letter to Stettinius on April 20 telling him that I should be un- 
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able to attend the opening of the conference, although I hoped to attend 
its later stages, I said: “What happens at San Francisco will be an acid 
test of whether mankind has suffered enough and has learned enough to 
have acquired the vision and the resolution to build a structure of organ- 
ized international relations, through which order under law can be estab- 
lished and maintained. 

“I have profound faith that, whatever the difficulties, the labors of 
the conference will be crowned with success. I shall follow its work from 
afar with absorbing interest. So far as my strength may permit, I shall 
endeavor to make whatever contribution I can to its successful outcome.” 

Stettinius sent a daily telegram on the proceedings at San Francisco 
to Under Secretary Joseph C. Grew, addressed to the President and me, 
and I followed developments with close attention. Several times Stettinius 
telephoned me directly. I gave advice when I thought it would be helpful. 
Carlton Savage, who had been one of my associates at the State Depart- 
ment, was designated by Stettinius to keep me informed of the develop- 
ments at San Francisco and telephoned me almost daily. 

To Secretary Stettinius over the telephone I spoke as strongly as I 
could against admitting Argentina to the San Francisco Conference. I said 
that the American delegation had to regain the leadership in the Argentine 
question that the United States had lost at the Mexico City Conference, 

I said it was evident that other delegations had outmaneuvered the 
United States on the Argentine question, and that consequently irrepara- 
ble harm had been done. As I have already mentioned in Chapter loi 
on Argentina, I would have voted against the admission of Argentina to 
the United Nations had I been called upon to vote, I was suddenly in- 
formed, however, that our delegation had already voted unanimously to 
adnnt her, 

I also said to Stettinius that if the American delegation were not 
careful we should get Russia into such a state of mind that she might 
decide that the United Nations organization was not going to furnish ade- 
quate security to her in the future. Thereupon, I added, she might decide 
that, while giving lip service to the organization and keeping up her mem- 
ber^ip and paying her dues, she ought at the same time to go back home 
and establish outposts, bases, and warm-water harbors in many areas and 
add buffer territory and otherwise prepare her own outward defenses just 
as fully as if the United Nations were not in existence. 

When Stettinius telephoned me to discuss the problem of regional 
security I commented that, if we could not check the trend of naticais to 
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rdy on national and regional self-protective measures, the United Nations 
would gradually fade away. 

On another occasion I warned against the great danger of military 
preparations as an alternative to international organization. I said that 
such programs were a question that concerned both Russia and the United 
States, and that if these two countries did not agree soon on the limitation 
of military preparations Russia might enlarge her activities for building 
up a federation of nations close to her. I added that if we were not careful 
the United States would create enough precedents to estop us from pro- 
testing against Russia’s activities taken in the name of self-defense. 

When Secretary Stettinius explained over the telephone Russia’s atti- 
tude on the veto by permanent members of the Security Council, I said 
I felt that the Russian position would definitely narrow the base of the 
United Nations organization and that we must continue, with great pa- 
tience — emphasized this last phrase — to press the Russians to modify 
their attitude. 

In general, aside from my disappointment over the admission of 
Argentina, I felt that the results achieved at San Francisco were highly 
satisfactory. I sent Secretary 'Stettinius on June 26 my warmest congratu- 
lations on the successful conclusion of the conference and the adoption of 
the United Nations Charter. 

In a public statement on the same day I said: “We now have, at 
long last, a Charter of a world organization capable of fulfilling the hopes 
of mankind. It is a human rather than a perfect instrument. It has within 
it ample flexibility for growth and development, for dynamic adaptation 
to changing conditions. 

“The Charter will work, and grow, and improve, if our nation and 
all nations devoted to peace maintain the spirit in which they have created 
it and remain eternally vigilant in support and defense of the great ideals 
on which it is founded.” 

Secretary Stettinius was good enough to write me on June 23 a letter 
from San Francisco in which he said: “Your many years of leadership in 
the preparation for this conference, including your historic achievement 
at Moscow in 1943, have paid rich dividends during our work here. The 
evidences of you^ wise statesmanship have ever been apparent. Your out- 
standing contributions to this great cause merit more than ever Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt’s designation of jmu as the ‘Father of the United 
Nations.’ ” 

It was with keen pleasure that t personally signed the Charter, As 
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I affixed my signature, I felt that the many years I had devoted, ever since 
the First World War, to the study and then to the preparation of an inter- 
national security organization had reached fruition. The task was now in 
other hands, but I was confident that with reasonable understanding 
among the nations, particularly the major ones, the organization could 
move forward with the grace of God to the task of keeping the peace. 

By now I had been able to return from the Naval Hospital to my 
apartment to complete my recovery there. I issued a statement on the 
occasion of VJ day to mark our victory over Japan, and went to the 
White House at the invitation of President Truman to observe this his- 
toric event. At about this time I began to work on a long exposition of 
our policy toward Japan up to the time of Pearl Harbor, to be made to 
the Joint Committee of Congress on the Investigation of the Pearl Harbor 
Attack. I was assisted by Joseph W. Ballantine and Maxwell M. Hamilton, 
who had aided me in the negotiations with the Japanese. I personally 
presented this statement, about 25,000 words long, to the committee on 
November 23. That afternoon and again on November 26 and 27 I an- 
swered questions addressed to me by the committee. 

At the end of 1945 I received the Nobel Peace Prize, awarded me 
by the Nobel Committee of the Storting (Parliament) of Norway, on 
December 10, 1945- I had been recommended for this award a number 
of times in my twelve years as Secretary of State. The first time was 
in 1934 . 1 had then been occupying the office of Secretary of State only 
a year and a half, but some persons and organizations, whose identity 
I do not know, thought fit to suggest my candidacy for the prize to the 
Nobel Committee. The basis for their friendly suggestion was my work 
for trade agreements as a means toward obtaining peace. 

In 1936 I championed the candidacy of Dr, Saavedra Lamas, the 
Argentina Foreign Minister. This was successful. 

The following year, he proposed my, candidacy, and other kind per- 
sons made similar recommendations. The Governments of Argentina, Uru- 
guay, Peru, Nicaragua, Panama, Chile, Honduras, Bolivia, Belgium, and 
Greece formally nominated me. I then became aware, that President Roose- 
velt had also been proposed. In April I made a full appraisal of the claims 
of the President in contrast with any claims I might have. My conclusion 
was that he was really more entitled to this recognition than I might be. 

Accordingly I wrote strongly to the Nobel Prize Committee at Oslo, 
emphasizing the claims of the President and earnestly supporting his 
nomination. Simultaneously T requested and insisted that my name be 
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withdrawn from consideration. I also notified Dr. Saavedra Lamas to this 
effect, along with others who I knew had transmitted to Oslo their recom- 
mendations in my behalf. 

At the same time, however — ^and unknown to me — the President en- 
dorsed my candidacy. Later I was informed that the Nobel Committee 
had been distressed at my withdrawal and had decided to continue their 
deliberations as if they had not received it. 

In 1938 President Roosevelt again proposed me. Dr. Saavedra Lamas 
did likewise. On December 27, 1939, the President wrote me: “I have been 
careful for a number of years not to let you know that I have been recom- 
mending and re-recommending you for the Nobel Peace Prize. Just for 
your own family records I think you may care to have copies of my 
previous letters and of this year’s letter to the Nobel Committee. I do 
not need to tell you that I hope, before I am through, this very just and 
well earned award will be made to you.” 

In his letter of January 13, 1938, to the Nobel Committee the Presi- 
dent wrote: “Since the spring of 1933, Mr. Hull has been largely instru- 
mental in establishing on a firm footing among the twenty-one American 
Republics the so-called principle of 'The Good Neighbor.’ ” Also: “In the 
world field, largely through Mr. Hull’s efforts, trade barriers have at least 
been lowered on the principle of the most favored nations’ clause, thus 
making it possible for nations voluntarily to join in the reduction of eco- 
nomic barriers which have been so greatly responsible for isolation and, 
therefore, for hostile actions.” 

In 1939 Mr. Roosevelt based his proposal of my candidacy on my 
work on behalf of the Good Neighbor Policy. “It is my belief,” he 
wrote, “that what has been accomplished in the American Hemisphere has 
been of great moral influence in other parts of the world, for it has fur- 
nished an example of what can be accomplished by such leadership.” 

In 1940 I again proposed Mr. Roo^velt as a candidate for the prize. 
But in April of 1940 Nazi troops invaded Norway, and six years were to 
pass before another Nobel Prize was awarded. 

When I was informed in December, 1945, that I had been awarded 
the Nobel Prize for 1945 I was unfortunately in too poor health to make 
the trip to Oslo to receive the award in person. In response to a kind 
address by Gunnar Jahn, chairman of the Nobel Committee, outlining and 
evaluating my work, our Ambassador to Norway, Lithgow Osborne, read a 
message from me. Stating that -“peace has become as essential to civilized 
existence as the air we breathe is to life itself,” I noted that the first 



1726 THE MEMOIRS OE CORDELL HULL 

General Assembly of the United Nations would meet the following month 
in London. 

“I fully realize,” I said, “that the new organization is a human rather 
than a perfect instrumentality for the attainment of its great objective. 
As time goes on it wUl, I am sure, be improved. The Charter is sufficiently 
flexible to provide for growth and development, in the light of experience 
and performance, but I am firmly convinced that with all its imperfec- 
tions the United Nations organization offers the peace-loving nations of 
the world, now, a fully workable mechanism which will give them 
if they want peace. To be sure, no piece of social mach inery, however 
well constructed, can be effective unless there is back of it a wiU and a 
determination to make it work.” 

When I was notified I was to receive the Nobel Peace Prize, I 
promptly said to my wife that she had been so helpful to me in innumer- 
able ways indispensable to the success of my work that she was richly 
entitled to one-half of the award. I meant that she was entitled to equal 
credit for whatever achievements I was able to bring to pass during the 
nearly three decades of my public service that followed our marriage. 
When the award arrived, I divided it between us. 

I began the new year, 1946, by starting in January to work on my 
Memoirs. I had long had these in mind, but there had been no time during 
ray arduous twelve years in the State Department to do more than think 
about them, and during the thirteen months since my resignation I had 
not had the strength to undertake them. I decided to begin them after I 
obtained the assistance of Lieutenant Colonel Andrew Berding, an old 
friend, a veteran new^aper correspondent and writer, with an education, 
including Oxford University, in modem history, who was then about to 
leave the United States Army after a long period of overseas service. 

Our work on the Memoirs was somewhat hindered in the spring of 
1946 by my receipt of 169 interrogatories submitted by Senator Homer 
Perguson, Republican member of the Congressional Joint Committee on 
the Investigation of the Pearl EEarbor Attack. Althou^ my health was 
still precarious and I wanted to concentrate on these Memoirs, I spent 
s«Mne weeks, with the help of Joseph Ballantine, in preparing complete 
responses, and sent these to Senator Alben W. Barkley, chairman of the 
committee, on May 16, 1946. 

I wrote a long letter on July 12, 1946, for publication, to Speaker 
Sam Rayburn of the House of Representatives, advocating passage of the 



FOUKTH teem and EESIGNATION 1 72 7 

resolution under discussion to extend a $3,750,000,000 credit to Great 
Britain. 

On July 30 I went to the Canadian Embassy to receive the Canadian 
Club of New York Award Medal in recognition of efforts toward furthering 
friendship and understanding between the Unite'^ States and Canada, and 
delivered a short address to point to the admirable relations between the 
two countries as an example to the rest of the world. 

At the end of July, 1946, I was gratified by the issuance of the 
report of the Congtessional Joint Committee on the Investigation of the 
Pearl Harbor Attack. The majority report, in which two Republicans 
joined, found: “The diplomatic policies and actions of the United States 
provided no justifiable provocation whatever for the attack by Japan on 
this Nation. The Secretary of State fully informed both the War and 
Navy Departments of diplomatic developments and, in a timely and 
forceful manner, clearly pointed out to these Departments that relations 
between the United States and Japan had passed beyond the stage of 
diplomacy and were in the hands of the military.’’ 

In September my doctor, sensing a coming relapse in my health, had 
me return to the Naval Hospital at Bethesda. There I prepared a state- 
ment to be issued on my seventy-fifth birthday, in which I pleaded for 
more cooperation among the large nations, without which the United 
Nations could not function effectively. But before my birthday arrived I 
had a collapse, and throughout that day I was unconscious. 

Since then my return to health has been slow, but, with the assistance 
of Colonel Berding, I have gone on working on these Memoirs, convinced 
that the principles of sound international relations for which I fought 
deserve a full exposition. 

In April, 1947, I was delighted to receive a visit at the hospital from 
President Harry S. Truman, who conferred upon me the Medal for Merit, 
with oak leaf cluster in lieu of a second medal. He read from one citation: 
“With a high order of statesmanship based on deep loyalty to his country, 
Mr. Hull served with great distinction and selfless devotion during the 
years of crises and difficulties, ... He endeavored to prepare the United 
States to meet the rising dangers from abroad. He contributed immensely 
to the Good Neighbor Policy, which was to bear rich fruit in a tragic hour 
for the United States and the entire Western Hemisphere.” 

Then the President read from the second citation: “He made diplo- 
macy a powerful weapon in support of our armed strength. He made 
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diplomacy also a potent instrument in laying the foundations of a stabU 
and peaceful world order in the postwar era. As a tribute to his effectiw 
work m bringing about the establishment of an international oreaniT 
tion, he IS now known as the ‘Father of the United Nations.’ ” 
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MY STORY BEGAN among the hills of Tennessee in the 
troubled aftermath of the greatest war the United States had fought up to 
that time; it comes to an end in the difficult epilogue of the greatest war 
the United States has ever fought. In the three-quarters century of my 
life I have seen this nation grow from a continental to a world power, 
with interests in every corner of the globe. As a boy I felt the effects of 
the war that solidified the nation so that it could forge ahead as a unit. I 
took part in the war that projected us into the Orient. I was in Congress 
during the war that taught us the interrelationship of the continents, 
though the lesson went unheeded. I conducted our foreign relations, under 
the President, in the war that proved to us all the need for a world or- 
ganization to prevent further wars. 

We are today powerful in arms and powerful in the cause of peace 
and humanity. But with our great strength have come great responsibili- 
ties, The heaviest of these, which we have accepted in the light of our 
power and duties, is that of providing our full share of leadership toward 
cooperation among nations for peace, justice, freedom, and progress. 

It has been a popular view in the past, supported by tradition, (hat 
the United States has nothing to fear, that the future is assured, that 
our great resources and organizing ability guarantee our destiny, and that 
our institutions will endure forever. No belief could be more dangerous. 

We have, in fact, reached the time when we should stop, look, and 
listen. We should analyze ourselves and our position in the world with 
diarp introspection. 

Are the people of this generation better off than their predecessors of 
former generations? Science and invention have given us many more of 
the desirable items of enjojmaent, and in this respect we are undoubtedly 
much better off. We have all sorts of new things to eat and wear, and 
amusements to follow, compared with the limited possessions and means 
to enjoy life in the past. But in certain other respects we are worse off. 
We suffer from a striking lack of a broad education and of devotion to the 
spirit of liberty and law, and. we fail to maintain the deep interest and 
keen alertness necessary for the proper conduct of public affairs. 

Organized society during the past generation has, in my opinion, 
deteriorated. Behind the broad world policy I have outlined li^ a first 
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duty of civilized people everywhere to restore and preserve intact the 
precious ideas and ideals on which organized society must always be based. 
This goes to the very heart and foundation of world civilization and peace. 

We have seen a striking deterioration of the whole political intwna- 
tional structure, with threats of destruction of the entire international 
economic structure. In political and economic affairs the human race has 
su&ered a steady decline, and it will not do to put everyone to sleq) by 
singing of our progress in science and invention. Unless the citizens of 
our own and other countries keep themselves informed and give some- 
thing of the same degree of thought and attention to public affairs that 
they do to their private businesses, we are going to fail signally in dealing 
with our own internal affairs and the problems of peace, greatly aug- 
mented by the invention of the atomic bomb. 

Liberty and democracy in the world were more seriously in danger 
a few years ago than at any time since they were overwhelmed in the last 
days of the Athenian democracy. Our whole modem democratic civiliza- 
tion twice hung by a thread during the recent war — once during the 
summer of 1940 after Dunkirk and the fall of France, when Britain even 
with her Navy might have failed to repulse a full-scale German attack 
across the Channd, and again during 1942, when' German submarines- 
were sinking three Allied merchant vessels for every one constructed, and 
when almost every sea lane in the Pacific was blocked by the Japanese. I 
shudder to look back on those hairbreadth escapes. Civilization was 
brought to the edge of the precipice the failure of many peoples, in- 
cluding ourselves, to understand and be alert to world conditions. 

I cannot overemphasize that, unless there is a greater awakening, 
more intelligence, and more alertness on the part of the people everywhere, 
especially vnth respect to international affairs, and a greater understanding 
of what Government officials are trying to do, liberty and democracy are 
destined to a more dangerous and uncertain ezistence than that whidi 
they have recently so painfully experienced. 

Democracy is not a static structure, like a cathedral or a skyscraper. 
Once erected, it cannot be expected to stand by itself from generation to 
generation. It is a living organism, and therefore must be cared for, 
guarded, nurtured, and guided. 

We cannot rest on past acMevements and present possessions. All the 
liberties we have today came from resistance to tyranny, either domestic 
or foreign; and most of them were won by blood and iron. Liberty came 
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through the efforts of those men and women who were willing to die for 
it. We are their heirs, and must be vigilant to guard our heritage. 

We Americans should return again and again to the fountainhead of 
our national greatness, the founding fathers. Their thinking, their struggles 
to obtain cooperation among the thirteen states, are magnificent proto- 
types for the thinking and struggles we must undertake today to bring 
cooperation among the nations. Like Antaeus who gained renewed strength 
each time he touched the earth, we can renew Our faith and fortitude 
each time we study the writings and actions of the fathers of the Re- 
public. 

The founding fathers were familiar with all that human experience 
had taught about government; but, being mindful of the natural ambitions 
of man and the danger of too great a centralization of authority, they 
formed a government of checks and balances. They did know the meaning 
of human liberty, and hence it was the Bill of Rights and a series of 
restrictions rather than the powers conferred upon the Government that 
made the Constitution a charter of liberty. In the widest and deepest 
sense, howevej, our American history does not begin with the Constitution 
and the Declaration of Independence, but centuries ago in England. 

The capacity for self-government is something inherent in the people 
themselves. It can be developed by education, but it cannot be created 
by arbitrary law. Elihu Root defined it as organized self-control. Men 
must be trained to self-government over many generations. The genera- 
tions that founded the American Government derived their training from 
the Anglo-Saxons. With the growth of the country, other nationalities 
have been melted in and have fought for these same ideas. 

Our form of government has proved itself in the past; it has brought 
us greatness and prosperity; it has preserved us comparatively untouched 
by foreign invasion. It has been able to function under the rapidly chang- 
ing social, political, and economic conditions of the nineteenth and twen- 
tieth centuries. It must be preserved; but we shall not preserve it unless 
we are willing to defend it, support it, and give it every contribution of 
which we are able. 

Our people should know that their own enlightened interest in their 
Government is the greatest safeguard of their liberties. They should real- 
ize that study and attention to public affairs demand real time, sacrifice, 
and effort on their part — day by day, week by week, year by year, and 
not just during a Presidential or a Congressional campaign. In the early 
days of the Republic, when two ^ericans met on the road ih&y discussed 
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the Government. They felt they were a part of the Government and the 
Government was a part of them. In these days, when two Americans meet 
they are more likely to discuss the motion picture they saw the night 
before. Government, of course, has become more complicated than in the 
days of Washington, Jefferson, Jackson, and Lincoln, but its interest for 
the citizen is none the less compelling. 

The future of mankind rests upon the ability of statesmen and peoples 
to recognize that all are living in a brand-new world, and that the salvar 
tion of those who love liberty and civilization renders imperative a genuine 
awakening and a far more consistent and broader performance of their 
duties to the Government, to world order under law, and to organized so- 
ciety itself. We love liberty more than life; life must mean liberty, or it 
is death; and, utjder the modem methods of waging war, peace means both 
life and liberty. 

Public opinion is an instrument the strength of which the public 
itself often ignores. A Minister of Louis XVI defined public opinion as 
'■‘an invisible power which, without treasuty, guards, or an army, ruled 
Paris and the Court — ^yes, the very palace of the King.” 

There are people throughout the world who make their living by 
creating confusion. Disaster to the peoples will follow if they are led 
astray and fail to rededicate themselves to an active, vigilant discharge of 
the imperative duty of keeping themselves informed and manifesting their 
considered opinions on events of national and world importance. 

We, who are but a few generations removed from those who fought 
and conquered the wilderness, still have with us today the frontiers of en- 
deavor. We still have to conquer the wilderness of want, oppression, ig- 
norance, and fear. Has civilization finished its task — ^with poverty, despair, 
conflict, and even barbarism existing in some parts of the world? Our 
ancestors were without material comforts and aids to life as they pudied 
back the frontier. Each helped the other in time of trouble, and out of 
this mutual aid there developed in our people a growing concern for the 
welfare of their neighbors which characterizes the modern American in 
his attitude toward the rest of the world. This American is imbued with 
a di^osition to help his fellow man less fortunate than himself. Hence his 
altruism, his philanthropy, and his idealistic schemes to help others. Let 
that spirit not weaken but expand in helpfulness toward other nations less 
richly endowed. It is one harvest that cannot fail. 

Let us choose for our leaders men who know the needs of the" people. 
Some of our leaders, like Jefferson, went into public life to promote 
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democratic doctrines and to give the people their benefits. Jefferson cared 
not for power, still less for place or patronage for its own sake, and even 
tried to substitute Madison for himself as a candidate for the Presidency. 
Surely we have men today imbued with the same exalted spirit. 

We have a desperate need for more religion and morality as the 
background for Government. The religious and moral foundations for 
thought and conduct require strengthening here, as well as throughout the 
world. There is no higher civilizing influence than religious and moral 
concepts. Corruption and tyranny can be driven out of Government only 
when these concepts give men the faculty to recognize such evils and the 
strength to eliminate them. 

The States should exercise ceaseless vigilance to protect the civil 
rights of their citizens. The right of all citizens freely to vote should 
be guarded, and their pathway to the voting booth should not be ob- 
structed. 

Congress should deal with national problems from a national view- 
point. If what would bring an immediate benefit to a few States would 
ultimately redound to the disadvantage of the nation, the welfare of the 
nation must ‘predominate. 

The utmost cooperation must prevail between Congress and the 
Executive. The separation of powers of the Government ordained by the 
founding fathers makes such cooperation essential. Unlike the British. 
Cabinet, which grows out of Parliament and is directly re^onsible to it, 
the American Executive Branch is an individual entity, responsible di- 
rectly to the electorate. The Executive Branch must take Congress as 
fully as possible into its confidence. 

I believe it vitally necessary that Congress and the Executive observe 
strict economy in government, and that 1he States, counties, and cities do 
likewise. In this modern world there is little regard for either public or 
private economy on the part of an increasing number of officials and in- 
dividuals. There is great need today for more definite and stable rules 
and policies that will afford the fullest practicable measure of comfort 
and social satisfaction to the people, along with the fullest measure of 
wholesome economy in government consistent with efficiency. There is no 
practice more pernicious or contagious than indiscriminate spending by 
governments. And the most effective sinking fund for the retirement of 
national debt is economy of expenditure. 

Let us adhere, as closely as developing conditions permit, to our 
time-honored policy of individual initiative and free enterprise. Govern- 
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ment has an essential role of supervision and inspection to fill, to ensure 
that free enterprise is truly free and fair and that the people as a whole 
are protected; but it must not kill the spirit that made our nation great. 

Congress and the Executive have an inescapable responsibilty to 
keep our foreign policy on a nonpartisan basis. Partisan considerations 
have no place in foreign policy, for there the welfare and perhaps the 
future of the whole nation are at stake. It is always licit to criticize foreign 
policy, provided the critic honestly bases his argument^ on his conception 
of our national interests; but it is inadmissible to inject advantages of 
party or of person into foreign policy. Attempts to do so weaken the 
influence of our Government abroad by presenting to foreign and possibly 
hostile governments a picture of divided councils, confusion, and lack 
of popular support of this Government's position toward the world. 

I continue to believe that the two-thirds requirement for Senate 
consent to the ratification of treaties should be changed by Constitutional 
amendment to a simple majority. 

The American people, Congress, and the Executive must keep sharp 
watch lest the United States return again to the dangerous^ policy of isola- 
tion. Two major wars within a generation should have convinced all 
Americans that we are an important part of the world, that conflict abroad 
cannot but affect us, and that our welfare, peace, and security are tied to 
those of other nations. We have a responsibility for leadership and co- 
operation which we cannot avoid, if we would. 

Therfe will inevitably be disputes and quarrels, disappointments and 
disillusionment in our relations with other nations, just as there are among 
individuals. But iet these not support the argument that, if we mind our 
own business and have no ties with other nations, Ve can be safe and 
prosperous. For we cannot. 

Few things are more certain than that during the 1930’s peace-loving 
nations, had. they not been hamstrung by isolationist forces in and out 
of governments, could have armed adequately in time, and by joint 
representation could have demanded a showdown with the aggressors, 
Germany, Italy, and J^pan, and averted the recent World War. In the 
same way they could have prevented its predecessor. The age-old experi- 
ence that free peoples are always slow to arm adequately for self-defense 
asserted itself disastrously throughout the period from 1930 to 1939. 

Isolationism is not merely political. It can also be economic and social. 
It is an interesting fact that the American people, however much they 
adhered to political and economic isolationism until recent years, have 
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never hewn to social isolationism. They have cooperated with other nations 
to the utmost and have had the most fruitful exchanges in the fields of 
science, medicine, education, philanthropy, and social services. They are 
the world’s most numerous tourists. Had our cooperation in the political 
and economic fields attained the same high level, the world today would be 
a better place in which to live. 

In the past, until 1934, perhaps our most flagrant violation of our 
duty to the world was economic isolationism. Ages of civilization have 
taught us that international commerce promotes material welfare, peace, 
and advancement. Intellectual and social progress in the Ancient World, 
the Middle Ages, and the Modern Era was the result in large part of the 
reciprocal influence of nations on one another. But we Americans have 
not fully learned this lesson. We showed the world a true example of the 
right way from 1934 until the end of the war by embracing a policy of 
liberal commerce, tariff reduction, and nondiscrimination, but since the 
end of the war there has been evidence of tendencies to return the United 
States to the disastrous course of the twenties and early thirties. High 
tariffs do not bring us prosperity. They do bring us imsalable surpluses 
at home and the resentment of other nations abroad. If each nation could 
have profitably exchanged its surpluses from 1922 on, there would have 
been no economic collapse in 1929. 

The people of the States in which special interests demand high tariffs 
of an embargo nature should understand this. They should know that one 
successful attempt to put a stone on the high-tariff wall in favor of one 
product inevitably leads to similar attempts to put many more stones on 
the wall in favor of other products. Let them realize that high tariffs 
affect them in their daily life through higher prices, and let them, as con- 
sumers, keep their Congressmen advised that the interests of the people at 
large are superior to those of the comparatively few industrial and agricul- 
tural interests that clamor for “protection.” 

And let the Members of Congress appreciate the still higher issue in- 
volved — our cooperation with other nations. We cannot erect high-tariff 
walls around our nation and expect to cooperate, politically or economic- 
ally, with the rest of the world. 

The people, Congress, and the Executive must recognize the impera- 
tive need to bury isolationism as an American tradition. It should no 
longer be a part of American life any more than is the covered wagon. 
When President Washington said that Europe’s primary interests were 
different from ours, there was then no steamship, no railroad, no wireless, 
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no telephone, no telegraph, no internal combustion engine, no airplane 
anywhere — and no atomic bomb. The United States was then isolated 
geographically as well as politically from the world. The geography has 
not changed, but its significance has altered. Our language and customs 
may be different from those of the rest of the world, but we have the 
same interest in public welfare, peace, and international trade. Sarajevo 
was an unknown town to us until June, 1914; but what happened there 
was the first step that brought us into the First World War. What hap- 
pened in the thirties in China, Ethiopia, Austria, Czechoslovakia, and 
Poland — all far removed from us geographically — ^was a cumulative series 
of st^s that led unerringly to our involvement in the Second World War, 

President Washington spoke against permanent alliances with other 
nations, although he countenanced temporary alliances. We are now, how- 
ever, a member of the United Nations, which is in the nature of an alli- 
ance against aggression. Let none of us be shocked by this fact of an 
alliance. It is not an alliance against a combination of other nations but 
against any aggressor. It is an alliance not for war but for peace. 

The creation of the United Nations organization, embracing all the 
peace-loving nations, was in my opinion a turning point in the political 
development of the world. The United Nations came into being after 
elaborate, painstaking study over a period of years by experts of many 
countries. At San Francisco fifty nations formulated and unanimously 
accepted its Charter as the beginning of a great, solid world structure of 
peace, able to defy any and all forces or influences calculated to weaken 
or undermine it. No one before or since has suggested any other mutually 
acceptable plan that was as good, much less better. 

Let us not, however, expect the United Nations to perform a miracle. 
Its Charter is a human instrument, not a perfect one. The organization 
requires time, patience, and a spirit of cooperation among nations if it 
is to function effectively. 

Major wars are generally followed by a widespread feeling of uneasi- 
ness, impatience, unrest, and suspicion. Our people and leaders and the 
peoples and leaders of other nations must be willing to overcome this 
feeling. They must examine with sympathy and patience the views of 
others. They must try to ascertain the true facts in any situation. They 
must avoid assuming adamant positions. They must refrain from exag- 
gerating and overemphasizing their own claims and from appealing to 
prejudice. 

The new spirit of understanding can find its most fruitful expression 
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in the United Nations. The success of that organization requires that the 
frequent conferences of representatives of the nations made possible by 
the provisions of the Charter should be grounded on the broad patriotism 
of world peace and human progress. 

The United Nations deserves and must have the unwavering support 
of the American people. Let us not be discouraged over the dissensions 
voiced in the initial councils of the new organization. Let us not on the 
one hand insist that the United Nations cannot work and we must there- 
fore return to nationalism and isolation, nor on the other hand urge that 
the United Nations is inadequate and we must therefore replace it with a 
world government. Restless persons, agitators, and even well-meaning 
persons will offer plans and projects for new organizations, the sole effect 
of which will be to obstruct the peace movement. We can do the cause 
of peace no greater service than by working at all times possible with and 
within the United Nations, and neglecting no opportunity to promote 
its prestige and the prompt acceptance of its conclusions. 

It would be impossible to exaggerate the importance to nations and 
peoples of maintaining at all times a spirit of peace and of cooperation 
to maintain peace — by force if necessary. This common world undertaking 
must contemplate the availability of armed forces at all times sufficient 
to prevent the use of any kind of military force or any kind of weapon 
capable of undermining, materially injuring, or destroying the world 
structure of peace based on world order under law. 

We should strive, however, to promote the idea of universal reduction 
of armaments, with complete United Nations inspection in all countries 
to make sure it is carried out. A wild race of armaments, economic and 
military, is an indictment of civilization. Proponents of heavy armaments 
are playing with the lives and property of tens of millions of men, women, 
and children. But disarmament must be comparative, and we must never 
again permit the United States to decline to a level of relative military 
helplessness. Other nations, in looking at us as we explain our foreign 
policies, must still be able to see over our shoulder the S3anbols of our 
power, sufficient at all times to preserve our security. 

We Americans need to practice moderation in our expressions of opin- 
ion concerning other nations. As a people we are too prone to condemn 
other nations and rulers, to apply epithets, to caricature, to ridicule. We 
forget that our sharp words are not buried in newspaper columns or lost 
■ on the rostrum'or radio They come to the knowledge of the governments 
and peoples they anathematize; they a^e^eproduced and commented 
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upon by the press and radio of those countries, which may not understand 
our freedom of criticism; and they hamper the conduct of our foreign 
relations. To the old rule that one should count ten before berating an- 
other individual I would add a new rule that we should count ten hours 
or ten days before berating another nation, and meantime we should try 
to ascertain the true and full facts of the event that seems *to call for con- 
demnation. 

This rule *1 would call to the particular attention of the minority 
groups in the United States, whether racial, national, or religious. The 
Constitution was designed to protect all the people, but especially minori- 
ties. Nevertheless, in recent years some of these groups, aided by the 
improvement of methods for diffusing information and propaganda, have 
raised a voice and exerted a pressure in foreign affairs far out of propor- 
tion to their numbers. These interfering minorities are generally composed 
of or influenced by left-wing or reactionary extremists and also by persons 
who have immigrated in recent years and are chronic agitators and advo- 
cates of ideas calculated to undermine both our political and our economic 
structure. On many critical occasions, when the international relations of 
our Government require the most delicate and careful handling and the 
support of a unanimous and aggressive public opinion, some of these groups 
scatter poison or otherwise play havoc with them. Men and women who 
have left other countries and chosen the United States as their home should 
think of foreign policy not in terms of the land they left behind them but 
in terms of the land that is giving them refuge and sustenance. And at 
the same time the majority of our citizens, while scrupulously guarding 
and protecting all the rights of minorities, should be consistently on the 
alert to prevent the confusion, misunderstanding, and misrepresentation, 
with steadily increasing bitterness and hatred, that inevitably result from 
widespread, violent, and troublemaking propaganda on the part of minori- 
ties. 

Our great nation should stand always for the progressive attainment 
of self-government and eventual independence by dependent peoples 
when they are ready for it, in accordance with our example in the Philip- 
pines. But let our policy in this respect not be limited to one of exhorta- 
tion only but also embrace active economic help to raise the level of life 
of such peoples. 

Let us stand, too, for the free play of public opinion in the world. 
Today there is, generally, no free press or radio around the globe. Per- 
haps half the nations suppress, filter, or color information. Not until the 
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thoughts of peoples can be fully and freely communicated from one to 
another can we hope for the attainment of the real understanding that 
will make wars impossible. 

We must recognize and be willing to assume our commitments re- 
garding our former enemies, Germany and Japan. If it is necessary to 
maintain surveillance, military and otherwise, over them for decades to 
come, then we should be willing to maintain it. There should be no 
thought among us of quick withdrawal from Europe or Asia. We cannot 
withdraw, for where can we go? The world is with us, here and now, and 
all about us. It is in our front yard, in our back yard, at our side porch. 
To withdraw from Europe and Asia is to puU Europe and Asia in upon us. 

In the Western Hemisphere let us continue to develop and expand 
the Good Neighbor Policy in all possible ways. The fruit we have gathered 
from that policy is sufficient warrant for the planting of further seed. In 
our time of need our friends to the South, with one exception, became our 
friends indeed. Let the Good Neighbor Policy become a permanent founda- 
tion of our foreign policy. In sowing a crop of cooperation in our own 
garden we can give the world an example of the highest type of political 
harvest. 

We should maintain forever the friendliest relations and the closest 
cooperation with the United Kingdom and the British Dominions, but 
with the proviso that this be not exclusive. Let us not be persuaded that 
a union of the English-speaking peoples is the cure-all for the ills of the 
world. Let us consult with other interested nations whenever we consult 
with Britain. 

Despite the dangerous conduct of the Soviet Union in the last several 
years, let us follow in respect to it a policy of patience, combined with 
firmness, inspired by calm strength, and rooted in an unswerving deter- 
mination that, so far as lies in our power, mankind shall at long last attain 
a just and peaceful world order. In dealing with the Soviet Union we must 
never waver in this determination, or give any evidence of weakness, or 
cease to insist that, though the Soviet Union is entitled to freedom from 
intervention in its domestic affairs by any other nation, its government 
has no right to force Communism on other nations or to intervene in their 
domestic affairs in any other way. 

During my years as Secretary of State we consistently pursued the 
broad policy of nonintervention, and we lost no opportunity to condemn 
and oppose all practices in violation of that precious doctrine, whether 
sudh practices were conducted by Germany or Japan or the Soviet Union 
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or any other country. We repeatedly emphasized to the Soviet Govern- 
ment that its idea of penetrating into other countries by promoting within 
them subversive movements designed to supplant thar established forms 
of government with Commimist systems like its own, while at the same 
time claiming jfor the Soviet Union immunity from such intervention, was 
a hopelessly unsound and hazardous theory of international relations. No 
nation that had once dedicated itself to popular forms of government 
could tolerate indefinitely the enforced substitution for its free institutions 
of a system of tyranny, destitution, and lowering of all moral standards 
that are the inevitable concomitants of a police state. We repeatedly 
stressed our hope that the Soviet leaders would themselves in due course 
recognize this. 

The sovereign equality of all peaceful nations, large and small, and 
the right of each of them to freedom from intervention in its internal 
affairs are among the cardinal principles of the United Nations, to which 
the Soviet Union, together with the United States and more than fifty 
other nations, has pledged its solemn adherence. The faithful observance 
of these principles constitutes an indispensable foundation for interna- 
tional cooperation without which no nation can progress or feel secure. 
Much time, perhaps many years, of unremitting effort may be necessary 
before the Soviet leaders come to understand fully that the ways of co- 
operation with other nations are to their country’s benefit as well as to 
ours. However difficult and hopeless the task may on occasion appear to 
be, let us take this time, employing neither denunciation nor threats, but 
a friendly, honest, stalwart approach. Every feasible opportunity should 
be used to converse with the Soviet leaders, within the United Nations or 
wherever possible. 

It may be that our efforts will fail and the leaders of Soviet Russia 
will fall into the same tragic error that has brought to their doom so many 
ancient and modern masters of police states. If that utter calamity 
should come to pass, let it not be said that the United States had neglected 
any honorable means to avert it. While keeping ourselves strong to face 
any eventuality, let us work unceasingly toward the end that the leaders 
of the Russian people and we may uitimately see eye to eye on the values 
of human freedom and on the preciousness of enduring peace based on 
justice and fair dealing. 

My twelve years as Secretary of State were a diflScult period in 
which to live. It was an epoch filled with conflicts, tragedies, and seeming 
impossibilities. One could not come through it, however, without feeling 
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its vibrant pulsations. And it has left the nations of the world with an 
opportunity for advancement such as they have never had before, such 
as they may never have again. 

But our nation and all nations, including e^ecialfy our major allw 
in the recent death struggle against the forces of tyranny, would merely 
decave themselves if they failed to realize that th^r are faring the su- 
preme crisis of all ages. If they resolve that the forces of peace, order, 
and civilization shall proceed unceasingly with the task of restoring their 
economic health and solidifying their political and moral strength, they 
will thereby become powerful enough to preserve the peace, freedom, and 
culture of the world. On the other hand, if some nations or peoples per- 
sist in destructive policies and methods calculated seriously to cripple or 
shatter this great world undertaking, the human race may yet be dragged 
down to unimaginably low levels of barbarism. 

All peace-seeking nations should make every effort without ceasing 
to prevail on one another to do teamwork, on a basis of fair dealing, 
equality, mutual respect, and nonintervention in one another’s affairs — 
with understanding and trust but without favoritism or appeasement — 
toward the attainment of the basic principles of international relatims to 
which they committed themselves in accepting the Charter of the United 
Nations. The one inescapable duty and responsibility of all nations and 
peoples is to maintain and develop the United Nations as an international 
organization capable of establishing real peace and keeping such peace 
permanently. It is well-nigh axiomatic that all coimtries will receive equal 
and incalculable benefits from a faithful performance of their United Na- 
tions duties, but a bottomless pit is liable to open in the pathway of 
nations failing in such performance. It is beyond any doubt to the best in- 
terest of each and all to join together in perpetuating the world organiza- 
tion and in making it truly effective. 

The e:q)erience of the League of Nations proved condusivdy that a 
world security organization could not function effectively toward this all- 
important end unless all major nations were members and were cooperat- 
ing. The same is true of the United Nations organization. If any of the 
major nations should choose the course of noncooperaticm, the others, 
willing to support rhfp ^eat world movement, must nevertheless carry it 
forward with all their strength. They must resolutely resist in every legiti- 
mate way any acts calculated to impede or undemune the organization. 
But the door should alwaj^ remain open to all nations, including those 
that are temporarily misled into' recalcitrant noncooperation, once they 
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had demonstrated their willingness to follow the principles embodied in 
the United Nations Charter. 

I am firmly convinced that in the world of today all nations will be 
forced to the conclusion that cooperation for law, justice, and peace is 
the only alternative to a constant race in armaments — ^including atomic 
armaments — ^and to other disruptive practices that will bring the nations 
participating in them on either side to a common ruin, the equivalent of 
xmiversal suicide. 

I conclude these Memoirs with the abiding faith that our destiny as 
a nation is still before us, not behind us. We have reached maturity, but 
at the same time we are a youthful nation in vigor and resource, and one 
of the oldest of the nations in the unbroken span of our form of govern- 
ment. The skill, the energy, the strength of purpose, and the natural 
wealth that made the United States great are still with us, augmented and 
heightened. If we are willing from time to time to stop and appreciate 
our past, appraise our present and prepare for our future, I am convinced 
that the horizons of achievement still stretch before us like the unending 
Plains, And no achievement can be higher than that of working in har- 
mony with other nations so that the lash of war may be lifted from our 
backs and a peace of lasting friendship descend upon us. 


THE END 
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occupied countries, X052; as a post- 
war problem, X266 
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Belligerents, regulations on travel of 
U.S. citizens on ships of, 428, 430, 
432» 43S» 471, 507, 679, 697, 78s; 
regulations on credits to, 679, 681, 
697; regulations on contnbutions for 
relief, 679, 697; financial transactions 
with, 1151; trade* with (see Trade, 
US.) 

Benavides, Oscar, 340* 6xx 
BeneS, Eduard, 582-s83» 590*^593:» 59^ 
Bennett, Richard, 246, 260, 263, 264, 
26s 

Benton, J. Webb, 652 
Berding, Andrew, 1726, X727 
Berle, Adolf A., Jr., X79, 591, 596, 67X, 
672, IX15, X123, 1483, X548, delegate 
to international conferences, 494, 603, 
822; CH appraisal of, 495; postwar 
plaxining, 1626-1627, 1633, 1635 
Bermuda, US.-Briti^ agreement for 
lease of bases, 83X-843 
Bessarabia, 300, 807, 8x0, X45X 
Beveridge, Albert J., xo8 
Bidault, Georges, 1434 
Biddle, Anthony J. Drexel, 596, 662, 
677-^78, 685-686, 789» 791-793, 805, 
1184, XS48 

Bingham, Robert W., X82, 5x2 
Blacklists, 734, X380 
Blaine, James G, 83 
Blair, Henry W , 18, 197 
Blanco, Juan Carlos, 1395-1396 
Bland, Schuyler Otis, X636 
Blechingberg, Einar, 937 
Bliss, Robert Woods, 1673 
Bliss, Tasker H., XI17 
Blockade, U S.-British disagreement over 
blockade of German ports, 733-736; 
British, in Western Hemisphere, 1x42 
Bloom, Sol, 2x8, 643-646, X495, 1658, 
X669, 1696, 1698 
Blum, Leon, 476, 482 
Board of Economic Warfare, 204, X154- 
X157, X162, X346-1347, 1350 
Boettiger, John, X370 
Bohlen, Charles E., 1280, 1293 
Boisson, Pierre, 949, 96X 
Bolivia, German attempts to intimidate, 
821; expropriation of foreign-owned 
oil properties in, 610; revolution in- 
stigated by Nazi and Argentine agents 
(X943), X388-X389; memoranda by 
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FDR and CH on, i39o-X39x; recog- 
nition of Villarroel regime, 1392, 1397- 
1398, X398-X399, war with Paraguay 
(see Chaco) 

Bolshevism. See Communism 
Bolte, Charles L., X163 
Bombing of civilian populations, in 
China by Japanese, 558, 559, 569, 
632-634, 729-730, 1031 ; in Poland, 
672, 674, 677-678; proposal of Her- 
bert Hoover for commission to in- 
vestigate, 678; FDR’s appeal to re- 
frain from, 672, 674, 678; by U.S.S.R, 
706-707, 709, 744 

Bonds, Government, as means of de- 
fraying Government war expenditures, 
90-9X, 100 

Bonin Islands, trusteeship, 1596 
Bonnet, Georges, 263, 586, 588, 589, 
592, 646, 652, 66x 

Bonomi, Ivalloe, X563-1S65, X568-1569 
Borah, William E., 59, 60, 102, 215, 2x6, 
465, 649-653 
Bostrom, W, 702 

Bowers, Claude G, X28, 182, 475, 485, 
504, 6x6, 1383 

Bowling Green normal school, 18-19 
Bowman, Isaiah, X428, 1633, 1635, 1643, 
X675, x688 

Boycott, German protests against US., 
236, 240, 241 
Braden, Spruce, 3x9 
Brandegee, Frank B., X02, 216 
Brandt, George L., 674 
Brazil, on Letida dispute, 31X ; in Cuban 
situation, 3x4, 3x6, CH visit to, 323; 
efforts to end Chaco War, 336, 337, 
347; concern over U.S -Argentine 
frmndship, 349 ; German-instigated 
revolution agahist Vargas, 601, in- 
creased military strength to offset 
Argentine activities, 1390-139X; ques- 
tion of permanent seat on UJ^. Coun- 
cil, X678; 

participation in inter-American con- 
ferences: Montevideo, 3x7; Buenos 
Aires, 499; Lima, 609-6x0; Rio de 
Janeiro, 1143-1150; 

relations with U.S.: trade agree- 
ment, 37S* S20; economic agreement, 
1140, Warren mission to Bolivia, 
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1398;. assistance to US. during war, 
1422, 1423; 

in die war; plans for possible Ger- 
man occupation of the Azores, 941, 
1339; jomt protection with U.S. of 
bauxite mines in Paramaribo, 1051; 
politicomilitary commission m Al- 
giers, 1275; efforts for Portuguese 
embargo on wolfram to Germany, 
1336, 1337; expeditionary force to 
Europe, 1423 

Breckinridge, Sophonisba P., 319 
Brennan, Robert, 1354, 1355 
British Guiana, U.S -British agree- 
ment for lease of bases, 831-843 
British Imperial Conference (1937) » 
528-329 

British West Indies, U.S. lease of bases, 
193, 212, 831-843 
Brock, William £, 134 
Brown, Aaron S., 663 
Brown University, 473 
Bruce, S. M, 775 
Bruggmann, Charles, 1350 
Brussels Conference (1937)1 SSO-S 56 
Bryan, William Jennings, 33, 37, 53, 67- 
68, 71, 87, 114, 1 17, 12 1, 180, 182, 
270 

Buchanan, John F., 25 
Buckner, S. B., 1574 
Buenos Aires, CH visit to, 339; FDR 
visit to, 495, 497 

Buenos Aire.s Conference (1936), prepa- 
rations and purpose, 493-494; US 
delegation, 494; FDR address at 
opening, 495; CH’s “Eight Pillars of 
Peace,” 408; agreements, 499-501, 
question of Spanish observer, 501 ; 
CH’s closing address, 502; CH’s sum- 
mary of achievements, 503; U.S rati- 
fication of agreements, 503 
Buko'vina, Soviet occupation, 810, 1451 
Bulgaria, German occupation, 926, 931, 
signs TMpartite Pactr 931 ; UB. efforts 
to solidffy resistance to Axis, 928- 
,929; credits in U.S. frozen, 931; at- 
tack on Greece and Yugoslavia, 933; 
declaration of war against U.S, 1:1x4; 
U-S. declaration of war, 1175-1176; 
Soviet sphere of influence in, 1453, 
1454, protests on Soviet armi- 
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stice terms with, 1461; nonappheation 
of unconditionzd-surrender policy to, 
1570, IS 7 S-IS 77 * 1579-1580 
Bullitt, William C, European mission 
(1933), 160; practice of communicat- 
ing directly with- FDR, 200, 790, ad- 
viser, London Economic Conference, 
262; proponent of U.S. recognition of 
USS.R, 296; participant in discus- 
sions re U.S.SR. prior to US recog- 
nition, 300, 301-302, 303, US. Am- 
bassador to USSR, 182, 302, 418, 
US. Ambassador to France urges 
peace appeal in German-Czech crisis, 
590, 591 * 593 ; commendation, 596, 
receives assurance re obligations of 
Franco government, 616, 617, sug- 
gests appeal to Hitler and Mussolini 
to guarantee independence of other 
nations, 620; reports French reaction 
to US arms embargo, 646, 647, 693, 
reports imminence of war in Europe, 
652, 653; of (krman attack on Po- 
land, 655, 656, 657, 660-665 passim; 
of Soviet attack on Poland, 685; on 
Finland, 705; urges appeal against 
bombing civilian populations, 671- 
672, urges stand against U.S.S.R. in 
League, 709-710; warns of French 
vulnerability, 762-763; request for aid 
for France, 766, 772; conversations 
with French officials on US aid to 
France, 767-770; on preservation of 
French fleet, 771, 772; fear of British 
surrender, 774; reports likelihood of 
French surrender, 776; suggestions for 
coercive measures against Italy, 781, 
decision to remain in Paris after Ger- 
man occupation, 789-791; return to 
U.S , 80s 

Bulwinkle, Alfred, 1636 
Burleson, Albert S , 58 
Burma Road, 722, 897-899, 900, 901, 
911, 916, 1078, 1079, 1174, 1175 
Burton, Harold H, 1262, 1670, 1696 
Butler, M. G., 42-43 
Butler, N, M, 811, 985, 1007 
Buttrick, George A, 714 
Byrd, Harry, 141 
Byrd, Richard E., 758-759 
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Bymes, James F, 1518, 1593, i 594 » 1720 
Byms, Joseph W , 64, 109, 135, 357 

Cabinet Committee . on Germany, 1604, 
1608, 1614, 1616, 1618 
Cabinet of FDR, 167, 203-210, 902, 
1057-1058 

Cadogan, Sir Alexander, 1232, X233, 
1240, 1672, 167s, 1679, 1683, 1702 
Caffery, Jefferson, 341, 1336, I 337 , i 434 
Cairo Conference (FDR, Churchill, and 
( 3 iiang Kai-shek, 1943)* 1302- 

1303, 1313, i3i7» 1357, 1584 
Cairo meeting (FDR, Churchill, and 
Turkish President Inonu 1943), 1369- 
1370 

Calderon, Luis, 478 

Campbell, Sir Ronald, 979, 1029, 1416- 
1418, 1488 

Canada, preparatozy meetings for London 
Economic Conference, 246; plans for 
unified defense in Padfic, 1113; policy 
toward Free French occupation of 
Saint-Pierre and Miquelon, 1128- 
1137; recall of diplomatic representa- 
tive at Vichy for consultation, 1157- 
1158; 

relations with US, 1479-1481; 
tariff-reciprocity agreement with tJ.S 
rejected (1911), 65; U.S, claims for 
alleged nonpayment of excise taxes, 
206-207; Ogdensburg defense agree- 
ment (1940), 212, 834; assistance in 
Anglo-American relations, 385; trade 
with U^., 355, 375, 529-530 ; economic 
discussions with U.S., 526-528, Queens 
University address of FDR (1938), 
587-588; effects of U.S. neutrality legis- 
lation on, 678-679; waiver of U.S. cus- 
toms for airmen, 1182 
Canadian Club Award Medal to CH, 
1727 

Canadian Society of New York, CH ad- 
dress on “four pillars of peace,” 234 
Cannon, Joseph, 50, 54-55, 56 - 57 , 57 - 
58, 62 

Cantilo, Jos6 Maria, 602-608, 703 
Capps, John A:, 14 

Cardenas, Juan Francisco de, 617-618, 
696, 1187-1188, 1189, 1329 
Cardenas, Lizaro, 610 
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“Career” appointments in Foreign Serv- 
ice, CH policy, 181-183 
Caribbean, Anglo-American Commis- 
aon, 1336-1237, 1475 
Carlock, L. H., 27-29 
Carmona, Antonio Oscar de Fragoso, 
H91-1192 

Carol of Rumania, 686-687 
C&rr, Wilbur J., 161, 183, 590, 596 
Cartels, international, 1304 
Casablanca Conference (1943), nonat- 
tendance by CH, 1110; attempts to 
settle Giraud-De Gaulle controversy, 
1207-1208; policy decision on Turkey, 
1365; CH views on agreement, 1367- 
1368; FDR statement of uncondi- 
tional-surrender policy, 1570 
Casey, Richard, 775-776, 891, 896, 898, 
9x2, 914, 996, 1089, 1276 
Castillo, Ramon S., 1147, 1377, 1380- 
1384 

Castillo N&jera, Francisco, 1x41 
Castle, William, 202 

Catroux, Georges, 1219-1220, 1540, 1541, 
1542, 1545 

Cayenne, French Guiana, U.S. consu- 
late, 820 

Censorship, mails, by Britain, 733, 734, 
735; press, by U.SjS.R., 1278-1279 
Cerda, Aguirre, 845 
Cespedes, Carlos de, 3x4, 317 
Chaco War, 468; Montevideo Confer- 
ence efforts to end, 193, 322, 323, 328, 
336-338, 1646, League of Nations ef- 
forts to end, 336 - 337 » 346 - 347 > 386, 
1646; mediation by neighboring coun- 
tries, ^36, 337» 347 
Chadbourne, Thomas L., 1x4 
Chamber of Commerce, International, 
125; CH address, 390 
Chamber of Commerce, U.S, CH ad- 
dress, 377, 391 

Chamberlain, Neville, participation in 
London Economic Conference, 260, 
263, 264, 266; statement on nonin- 
tervention in Spain, 482-483; ob- 
servations on world situation, 532- 
534; CH appraisal, 531, 5955 suggested 
meeting with FDR, 548 - 549 ? appease- 
ment of Germany and Italy, 573, 
579» 581, 591; peace efforts in Cz^ 
crisis, 586, 589, S90, 592, 593; Munich 
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Chamberlain, Keville — Continued 
agreement, 595, change of policy, 614, 
615, 623; certainty of war in Europe, 
662 

Chapultepec, Act of, 1467 
Charter, Atlantic. See Atlantic Charter 
Charter of United Nations. See United 
Nations 

Chatd, Yves Charles, 1191-1192 
Chautauqua, N.Y., FDR address on 
foreign policy, 479 
Chauvel, Jean, 908 
Cherwell, Lord, 1615 
Chiang Kai-shek, views on ending hos- 
tilities with Japan, 539; requests for 
US aid, 567, 1057; views on Japa- 
nese objectives as to British rights in 
China, 631; proposal for conference 
on Far Eastern situation, 723-724; 
protests on proposed U S. modus 
Vivendi with Japan, 1077, 1078, 1081, 
1088-1089; urges Soviet-Chinese dec- 
laration of war on Japan, 11x2; con- 
cern over lack of Allied cooperation, 
117s; on U.S. extraterritoriality in 
China, 1258; at Cairo Conference, 
1302-1303, 1317, 1384; message to 
FDR on Indian problem, 1487; task 
in China, 1586; habit of circumvent- 
ing State Department, 1586-1587 ; 
favors trusteeship for Indo-China, 
1597 ; represented at Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference, 1672 
Chicago “quarantine” speech of FDR, 
544-546 

Chile, consultation in Cuban dtuation, 
314, 316; proposal to postpone Monte- 
video Conference, 317; efforts to end 
Chaco War, 336, 337, 347; CH visit 
to, 340; partial support of Argentine 
stand at Lima Conference, 606; pro- 
posal for peace move, 845; opposition 
at Rio Conference to declaration to 
break relations with Axis, 1146-1150; 
diplomatic relations with*^ Axis severed, 
1383; relations- with UB, following 
address by Welles (1942), 1383-1384 
China, as world power and stabiliser in 
the Orient, 444-445, 1583, 1585, 1586- 
JS87» 1595-1596; preparatory meet- 
ings for London Economic Confer- 
ence, 246, signatory to UN. Dedara- 
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tion, 1120, 1123-1124; Four-Nation 
Declaration, 1238-1239, 1256-1257, 

1265, 1279, 1281, 1282, 1299, 1301, 

1302, 1306-1307, 1312; representation 
on Allied mihtary councils, 1275, 

1584- 1585; Cairo Conference, 1302- 

1303, 13^7> 1584; Yalta decisions re, 
1587; Dumbarton Oaks Conference, 
1641, 1650, 1671-1674, 1685, 1707; 

treaty rights of foreign nations, 
279-280, 291, 532-533, 565-566, 727, 
violation by Japanese, 569, 627, 630- 
631, 632-633, 634, 635-638, 640, 723, 
912 ; relinquishment, 565-566, 717- 
722, 901, 1257-1258, 1583, Japanese 
efforts to obtain special position in, 
117, 270, 271, 279, 284, 63s, 1008, 

1035, 

US. policy; open-door pohey, 117, 
270, 271, 290, 569; silver-purchase 
pohey, 446, aid to China, 401, 567, 
639, 907, 914-915, 983, 997» 1057, 
1174-1175, 1584, 1585; neutrahty, 

229, 556-558, 638, 641, 696; with- 
drawal of troops from, 568, 1065; 
relinquishment of extraterritoriality, 
565-566, 1257-1258, 1583; unified de- 
fense in Pacific, 1113, cooperation 
with British in, 1475; repeal of US. 
exclusion laws, 1583; Wallace mission, 

1585- 1586; postwar disposition of ter- 
ritory taken from China, 1584, 1596, 

1599; 

Japanese military operations* inva- 
sion of Manchuria, 160, 170, 270-276, 
379, 539, 639; North China, 440, 445- 
446, 534» 538, 541, 542, 557, 639? 930, 
1004-1005, 1010, 1022, 1032, 103s, 
1058, 1059, 1064, 1066, 1083; injur- 
ing, killing, etc , of U S citizens, 540- 
541, 559, 569, 627, 632-634, 639, 914 
injuries, etc., to other foreign citizens, 
561, 630-631, 632-633, 635; bombings 
of civilians in, 558-559, 569, 632-634, 
729-730, 1031; Hainan, 628, 634; 
puppet government in Nanking, 724- 
725, 894, 9x4, X086; Burma Road, 
722, 897-899, 900, 901, 911, 916, 
1078, 1079, 1174, 117s; Hong Kong, 
897, 900; suggested Soviet-Chinese 
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declaration of war, 1112; Chinese 
morale, ^1174-1175; 

efforts to end war with Japan* re- 
quest for U*S. mediation, 535, 542, 
U.S.-British efforts, S 38 ~S 4 o, SSS, 
897-899; League poUcy, 542, 543- 
544; Brussels Conference, SSO-S56,* 
Chiang’s proposal for conference on, 
723-724; XJ S.- Japanese conversations 
(1941), 992, 1000, 1002, 1004, 1005- 
1006, Z009, Z022, 1026, 1028, 1031, 
io33> 1058, 1067, 1073-1089 passim; 
Japanese attempts for a separate 
peace (1943) > 1584 
Christian, King of Denmark, 937-939 
Christian Foreign Service Convocation, 
FDR address, 739 
Christie, Loring, 694, 7 SS- 7 S 6 
Chrome ore, Turkish embargo to Ger- 
many, 1371-1372 

Chungking, Japanese bombing of, 632- 

633 

Churchill, Randolph, 1370 
Churchill, Winston (jor nonpersondl 
items, see Great Britain or subject) ^ 
practice of using code name, 691, be- 
comes British Prime Minister, 764; 
visits tp US, 798, 1100, 1H9, 1132, 
1152-1153, 1248, 1614, 1702; CH ad- 
miration, 870, 1473; address before 
joint session of U.S. Congress, xioo, 
naming of ‘^Declaration by United 
Nations,” 1124; relations with FDR 
and CH, 1473-1474; personal mes- 
sages to CH, 1719, 1720 
Ciano, Count Galeazzo, 779-780, 783 
Cicognani, Archbishop, 1560, 1562 
Ciechanowski, Jan, 1271-1272, 1316, 
1438, 1443, 1444 

Cincar-Markovic, Alexander, 928-929 
Citizens, U.S., German financial obliga- 
tions to, 237-240; rights to trade with 
belligerents, 463; enlistments in Span- 
i^ Loyalist Anny, 505; extraterri- 
torial rights in China, 565-566; 

protection, abroad, 189, 192 ; in 
Germany, 236, 240, 241; in US.SR, 
292, 294, 297, 299, 300, 301, 658; in 
China, 540 - 541 , 559 , 627, 632-634, 
639; in Spain, 616, 6x7; in Japan, 
569, 718, 719, 722, 1588-1589; 
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travel restrictions, 428, 430, 432, 
433 , 471, 507, 675-676, 679, 697, 785; 

repatnation* plans for, upon out- 
break of war in Europe, 663-664, 
673-674, from Europe, 475, 480, 752, 
760, 770, 1113-1114; from Far East, 
9x4, IX 14, 1588-1589 
City of Flint, capture and release, 704- 

70s, 709 

Civilian internees, treatment by Japan, 

1589 

Claims, Mixed Claims Commission, US. 
and Germany, 239; Spanish, of US. 
citizens, 880, US. against Mexico, 
1140-1142 

Clark, Bennett Champ, 217, 465 
Clark, Champ, 58, 60, 63, 64, 67-69, 

104, 109, XII 

Clark, J. Reuben, Jr., 319 
Clark, Mark, 1196, 1198 
Claudel, Paul, 160 
Clayton Antitrust Act (1914), 73 
Cleveland, Grover, 29-30 
Cleveland-Harrison campaign (1888), 
21-22 

Close, Ralph W., 694-695 
Clouse, Wynne, 105 

Coast Guard, dispatch of cutters to 
Greenland, 756, 757, custody of for- 
eign shippmg, 927, 942, 959 
Cockran, Bourke, xo8, 220 
Cohen, Benjanun V., 1633, 1636, 1675, 
1711 

Cohen, John S., 141 
Cole, Felix, 854 
Colijn, Hendrikus, 263, 266 
Colombia, Leticia border dispute with 
Peru, 170-171, 309, 310-3x1; pro- 
posal to postpone Montevideo Con- 
ference, 317; efforts to end Chaco 
War, 337; CH visit to, 340, trade 
with U,S., 354, 375 

Colonial peoples. See Dependent peoples 
Colonial preferential tariff See Empire 
Colonies. See European possessions; see 
also name of colony 

Colonna, Prince Ascanio, 777, 785, 927 
Combat areas. See Neutrality 
Combined Chiefs of Staff, 1124, 1325, 
i 549 » iS 5 Q» 157X, IS84-XS85, 1611- 
x6i3 



Comintern, anti-Comintern pohcy of 
Axis, 488, 489, 634, 639, 9<^, 980; dis- 
solution, 1251-1252 

Commerce, International Chamber of, 
125, CH address, 390 
Commerce, U.S. Chamber of, CH ad- 
dress, 377, 391 

Commerdal Policy, Executive Commit- 
tee on, 353, 354, 356 
Commercial policy, U.S. For poUcy to- 
ward individud countries, see coun- 
- try; see also Embargo; Tariff, Trade, 
international; Trade, XJ.S.; and Trade 
agreements 

Commercial treaty, U S and Japan 
(1911), 636-638, 72S'-729 
Communications, 1302, 1303 
Communism, propaganda in U.S, 292, 
294, 305, 128^x289, opposition by 
U S , 634-635, 978; in China, 990, doc- 
trine forced by U.S.S.R. on other na- 
tions, 1739-1740 

Communist International. See Comin- 
tern 

Concentration camps, German, 12S5 
Concha, Carlos, 602, 605-606 
Conciliation, Intcr-American Conven- 
tion, 322, 328, 332 

Confederations, Soviet objection to, 
1298-1299 

Conference of Seaport Cities on Inter- 
national Ttade, CH address, 391 
Conferences, international. See name of 
conference 

Congress, general appraisal of members, 
46; salaries, 47; press notices on new 
members, 53; special session to con- 
sider tanff agreement with Canada, 
65; military service for Members of 
Congress, World War I, 89; CH op- 
position to adjournment <1918), 95- 
97; opposition to Woodrow Wilson, 
98, 102-104; CH appraisal of, 107- 
X09; CH relations with as Secretary 
of State, 178, 2X1,^ 214-215, 1656- 
1658; rdations with Executive branch, 
211-214, x26o-x26i, 1665, 1696, 1733- 
1734; question of Congressional juris- 
diction in foreign affairs, 211-2x4; 
Supreme Court .decision on right to 
delegate authority to Executive to 
embargo arms, 46$; Churchill address 
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before jomt session, ixoo; CH address 
before jomt session, 1314-1315, 1657, 
nonpartisan support of UN, 1259- 
1263, I3i4» 131S, 1630, 1635, 1639, 
1655* 1656, 1657-1670, 1695-1698, 
17x1; effect of U.N. on power to de- 
clare war, 1665, 1669, 1695-1696, 
placement of bust of CH in Capitol, 
1719; Joint Committee on Investiga- 
tion of Pearl' Harbor Attack, 1724, 
1726, 1727; isolationists in (see Isola- 
tionism) ; for legislation, see acts un- 
der title or subject; 

Senate direct election of Senators 
by people (17th amendment), 66-67; 
CH appraisal, 108; CH campaign and 
election, 134-139; CH familiarity 
with, 146; CH resignation, 162, 
treaty jurisdiction, 192, 2x1-213, 252- 
253» 354; majority as opposed to 
two-thirds vote for treaty approval, 
212, 1734; Nye Committee, 380, 398- 
404; Committee to Investigate Pe- 
troleum Resources, 1524; Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, CH discusdon of 
U.N, 1657-1669, 1676, 1695-1698, 

House of Representatives: CH elec- 
tion to 60th Congress, 43-44; CH 
pursuit of broad national objectives 
rather than local, 46, 51; domination 
of House _by Joe Cannon, 50-51, 54- 
55; CH maiden speech, 51-53; CH 
election to 6xst Cong., 53, 55; pow- 
ers of Speaker curtailed, 57-58, 62- 
63, CH committee memberships, 63- 
64; achievements of 62d Cong, 66- 
67; admission of draftsmen, 80, 
Democratic control (1916), 87; Re- 
publican control (19x8}, 99; CH re- 
tirement (1921), 104, 107; CH ap- 
praisal of members, 107-109 ; CH 
self-appraisal as member, 109-1 ix, 
124, CH election to 68th Cong, 115; 
desire to share in Senate treaty juris- 
diction, 212 

Connally, Tom, 1262, 1635, 1^57, 1658, 
1676, 1689, 1695, 1697 

Connafly resolution on world organiza- 
tion, 1314, 1649, 1661, 1669 

Constitution, U.S., amendments, in- 
come tax (i6th), 48, 59, 60-61, 66, 



Constitution, U.S . — Continued 
70; election of Senators (17th), 66- 

67 
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pressure on Finland to cease aid to 
Germany, 977-980, 1449-1430; signa- 
ture of Anti-Comintern Pact by Fin- 
land and British declaration of war, 

^ 980; withdrawal of US consuls, 1177; 

rupture of relations with U.S., 1430 
Fish, Bert, 940, 1186, 1336, 1311 
Fish, Hamilton, ' 2x8, 343 
Flandin, Pierre Etienne, 883 
Fleet. See Navy 
Fletcher, Henry P., 1673 
Flynn, Edward J , 867 
Foley, E. H., 873 
Folk, Joseph W , 67, 68 
Foo Ping-sheung, 1301, 1306, X312 
Food and Agriculture Conference (X943), 

1643, 1634-1633 

Food relief. See Relief 


Ford, Richard, 1306 

Fordney, Joseph W*, 93 

Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act (192a), 
114, 126, 363, 364 

Foreign-exchange restrictions, removal of, 

230 

Foreign Ministers conferences. See Ha- 
vana Conference; Mexico City Con- 
ference; Panama Conference; and Rio 
de Janeiro Conference 

Foreign policy, U S., increase in publicity 
on, 219-220; CH basic principles of 
international conduct (July 16, 1937), 
53S-S37; summarization in addresses 
and statements by CH, (Apr. 13, 
1927) 128, (Feb. 24, 1933) 139, (Sept 
1S» 1936) 487, (Mar. X7, 1938) 376- 
377, (Oct. 26, 1940) 864-866, (July 
23, 1942) 1177-1179, 1300, (Sept. 12, 
1943) 1234, (Apr 9, 1944) 1321- 
1323; nonpartisan approach {see Non- 
partisan foreign policy) ; see also spe- 
cific subject 

Foreign Relations, Council on, peace 
studies, 1625 

Foreign Relations, State Department 
Advisory Committee on Problems of, 
1626-1630 

Foreign Relations Committee of Senate, 
CH discussion of U N., 1657-1669, 
1676, 1693-1698 

“Foreign Relations of the United States,*’ 
volumes on diplomatic history, 2x9- 
220 

Foreign Service, U.S., CH address be- 
fore (i 933 )» i 72 -i 73» 174-175; re- 
trenchment, 183; dose rdationship of 
field service and Department, 18S- 
189, duties, 188-189, CH appraisal, 
189; habit of envoys of correspond- 
ing directly with President, 200; 
method of appointing envoys, 200- 
201; restnctions on, by U.SSR, 708- 
709; restriction of officers* political 
activities, 827; mcrease in, 1136; 
withdrawal of consuls from Finland, 
Z177, assistance m preparations for 
African landing, 1183, 1193, presenta- 
tion of bust of CH to State Depart- 
ment, 17x9; see also State Department 

Foreign Trade Council, CH ad(^ess, 39X 



1760 


index 


“Forgotten man” phrase, use of, 147- 
148 

Formosa, 1584, 1596 
Forrestal, James A , 208 
Fort-de*Fraiice, Martinique, US. consu- 
late, 820 

Fotitch, Constantin, 929, 930 
Four Freedoms, 195, 920, 1630 
Four-Nation Declaration, need for, 1280- 
1281, draft, 1238-1239, 1283, 1299- 
1300, 1646-1647; Soviet objection to 
China’s inclusion, 1256-1257, 1265, 
1279, 1281, 1282,1299, 1301, 1302, 13x2; 
signature, 1306-1307 ; implementa- 
tion, 1314, 1318, 1463, 1600, 1647-1648, 
1655, 1661, 1669; Polish attack on, 
1315; use of term “unconditional sur- 
render,” 1571, 1575; as substitute for 
temporary peace organization, 1660, 
question of adherence of other na- 
tions, 1687 

“Four pillars of peace,” CH’s address on, 

234 

Four-Power Treaty (1921), 277, 289, 
8S9 

Fourth term of FDR, 1714 
France,. prewar: 

CH trip to, 125; disarmament, 222, 
224, 230, 231; German violation of 
Versailles Treaty, 243 , participation in 
London Economic Conference, 246, 
253 ; in London Naval Conference, 444, 
452 ; in Brussels Conference, 552 , trade 
agreement with U.S., 375, 385; rela- 
tions with US. (1933)1 378; with 
Britain, 382-383; war debts, 385; po- 
sition on Ethiopia, 42 1'; noninterven- 
tion In Spanish War, 476-477, 481- 
482, 489-490, 512; currency stabili- 
zation agreements with U.S/and Brit- 
ain, 522; Munich agreement on Czech- 
odovakia, 586, 588, 589, 590, 592, 
S93» ^9S; reaction to German con- 
quest of Czechoslovakia, 615, 623 ; 
recognition of Franco government, 
616, 617; assistance guaranty to Po- 
land, 623 ; Japanese occupation of 
Hainan, and Spratly Islands, 628-629, 
6344 effects of US. arms embargo, 
642-643, 646, 647, 648-649, 651, 653, 
683-684, 693; imminence of in Eu- 


France, prewar— 

rope, 652, 656, 660-661, 662, 664; 
preparations for war, 665, 

France at war* 

reply to FDR’s bombing appeal, 
674; declaration of war on Germany 
(1939), 675, rumors of peace moves. 
7io-=7i2, 844-S45 , withdrawal of troops 
from China, 718-722; futile efforts to 
aid Finland, 740-741; wartime trade 
restrictions and discriminations, 748, 

, mining of Norwegian waters, 751- 
752; US. assistance in arming, 763, 
766; German advances, 765, 770, 773, 
776, 787; appeals for British aid, 765, 
774> 776; for US. declaration of war, 
767-770, 787-788; for US. fleet in 
Europe, 773-774; safety of French 
fleet, 771, 772, 787; removal of gold 
to U S. for safekeeping, 772 ; likeh- 
hood of French surrender, 776; 

attempts to prevent Italy’s entry 
into war, 780, 781-782, 784; declara- 
tion of war by Italy, 784-785; FDR’s 
“stab-in-the-back” address, 784-785, 

German occupation of Paris, 789, 
Bullitt’s decision to remain in Paris, 
789-791; question of withdrawal of 
Government to North Africa, 787, 
789, 793-794; German armistice (June 
22, 1940), 791, 793, 795, 804, 849, 851, 
960; 

France, Vichy: 

formation of P6tain government, 
79X, 799; assets in U.S. frozen, 791, 
795; British and U.S. concern over 
safety of French fleet, 791, 792-793, 
79S> 796-797, 804, 846-848, 849, 850, - 
871, 884, 952, 956, 1158, 1161, 1193, 
X203, 1224; British destruction of 
fleet at Oran, 798-799, 800; diplomatic 
relations with Britain severed, 798- 
799; US. relief to unoccupied France, 
8 q4, 879, 881, 882, 884,“ 885, 949, 952- 
955, 957, 963; British opposition to 
relief, 879, 881, 884, 885, 952-955, 
957; suggested move to influence So- 
viet in favor of Allies, 806; Hitler 
meeting with Petain, 849; U.S and 
British efforts to limit collaboration 
with Germapy, 849-852-, dismissal of 
Laval, 882-883; Darlan-Abetz agree- 
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France, Vichy — Continued 
inent for concessions to Germany, 
958<-96 i, 962-966; ships in U.S ports, 
959, 960, resistance movement, 1042, 
r434, meeting between Goring and 
pkain, 1044, appointment of Laval 
as Premier, 1157, 1160-1161; recall of 
U.S. and Canadian diplomatic repre- 
sentatives for consultation, 1157-1158, 
British occupation of Madagascar, 
1159; diplomatic relations with U.S 
severed, 1192-1195; 

US policy toward Vichy, 804-805, 
883-884, 948-949* 963-964* 965* 1038, 
1044-1045, 1158, 1192-1194; British 
relations with Vichy, 796, 798, 804, 
846-847, 848, 849, 851, 852, 884, 948, 
949* 950, 952-954* 959* 964* 97i* ii33- 
1134; British attitude toward U.S. 
Vichy policy, 805, 948, 965, 1132, 
ii33a 1134* ii35“”36, 1192, 1196, 
1213^^ 1218, 

in North Africa {see North Africa) , 

in the Far East* policy oi^ status 
quo in Netherlands East Indies, 892, 
893; agreements with Japan re tran^t 
of goods through Indo-China, special 
rights in China, and currency arrange- 
ments, 896, re passage of Japanese 
troops throu^ ]tedo-China, 903-904, 
90s, 1595; recognition of predominant 
interest of Japan in Far East, 904, 
Japanese occupation of Indo-China, 
906-908, 1038, 1039, 1041, 1042, trus- 
teeship for Indo-China favored by 
FDR, 1595-1598; 

in the Western Hemisphere. U,S. 
and inter-American policy toward Eu- 
ropean possessions in, 791, 804, 814- 
817, 822-S26; occupation of Aruba by 
French troops, 814, 816, 891, 893; 
US efforts to avoid British-Frendi 
trouble at Martinique, 818-820; Vichy 
reaction to Free French occupation of 
Saint-Pierre and Miqudon, 1x30, 
1134-1135, 1136, X137; U.S. misaon 
to Martinique, 1160; 

France, Free French: 

French National Committee: recog- 
nition of De Gaulle as leader of Free 
French by British, 806; by French 
colonies, 852; formation of Commit- 


France, Free French — Continued 
tee, X042 , attacks on U S , 961, 1x32- 
1x33, 1159, 1205-1206, x2o8, 1214, 
1219, 1222, X223; recognition by U S 
and Britain as “symbol of resistance 
to Axis,” 1X62-X163; U.S. unwilling- 
ness to give political recognition, 961- 
962, 1158, 1160, XX93, X2X3, X2IS, 
North African policy {see North 
Africa) ; 

French Committee of National Lib- 
eration* formation, X220; U.S -British 
formulas for relations with, 1225- 
X226, 1232, 1233, 124X-1242; IJ.S. rep- 
resentative to, X244; recognition as de 
facto authority in civil administration 
of France, 1434; 

US cooperation with, 1042, xisS, 
1163, XX93, X435; U.S. efforts toward 
solidarity with British on French pol- 
icy, 1x32-1137, 3 :i 58 -xiS 9 , X20o, 1203- 
1204, X205-X207, X2o8, 1213-X220, 

X22X, X222-X223, X225-X226, X232- 

1233* 

military activities in Dakar, 852, In 
Syria, 964-965, 1498, X540; in Saint- 
Pierre and Miquelon, XX28-X137; in 
Far East, x 597-1 598, independence of 
Syria, i540-i54r; efforts to establish 
“special poation” in Syria, XS41- 
X546; overthrow of Lebanese govern- 
ment, 1245, XS44-X545; 

participation in Allied activities: 
question of inclusion in United Na- 
tions, XX 20, XX23, 1x25, XZ26, Z163, 
X22X, 1242-1243; membership on Po- 
liticomilitary Commission in Alters, 
X243, X276; on Control Commission 
for Italy, 1245-1246; on Advisory 
Council for Italy, X284, x55x; aid to 
Jewish refugees, 1539; 

see also De Gaulle; 

France, postwar: 

government of, xx6o, X200, x2o8- 
1209, 12X0, X215-1216, 1216-X217, 

X242, 1244, 1245, X30X, U.S. recogni- 
tion of French Committee of National 
Liberation as de facto authority, 
1427-1433; as Provisional Govern- 
ment of France, 1434; membership 
on European Advisory Commission, 
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France, postwar — Continued 
1434; on XJ.N. Security Council, i434“ 
1435, 1674, 1678, notified of U^. 
Southeast Asia policy, 1599-1601 
Franco, Francisco, US. recognition of 
government in Spain, 616-618, appeal 
for localization of European conffict, 
701; desire to remain neutral,' 770; re- 
fusal to enter war, 849, assurances re 
US conditions for food shipments to 
Spain, 876, 877, 879; attitude toward 
U.S, 1187, 1188; message from FDR 
on African landing, 119X-XX92, see 
dso Spain 

Frazier, James B , 38 
“Free list” imports, definition, 359 
Freedom. See Human rights 
Freedom of the seas, change in tradi- 
tional US. attitude, 224, 228; dis- 
agreements with Britain, 733-736; see 
also Neutrality poliQr 
French Indo-China, 552; Japanese de- 
mands to cease transit of goods to 
China, 896, Japanese granted passage 
of troops through, 903-904, 905, 1595 ; 
US. opposition to Japanese advices, 
904-905, 906, 907, 911-912# 914# 915- 
9x6; Japanese occupation of, 906- 
908, X013-1014; 'V^chy efforts to ob- 
tain planes and mumtions for, 907; 
evacuation.^ UB. citizens, 914; bor- 
der dispute with Thailand, 985, 99X; 
FDR proposal for neutralization, 
10x4; Japanese use as base of opera- 
tions, X03X, X07X, X078, X087, X090, 

1092, 1093, X094; Vichy approval of 
Japanese occupation, X038, X039, 

104X, X042; negotiations for reduction 
or withdrawal of Japanese troops, 
X014, X016, 1021, X03X, 1058, 1069, 

1070, X076, 1079, 1083, 1085; US. 

proposal for guarantee of territorial 
integrity, X083; trusteeship favored by 
FDR, 1595-1598; resistance groups, 

1598 

French North Africa. See North Africa 
French West Indies, See Martinique 
Fulbright resolution, 1258-X263, 1314, 
1649 

Finrstner, Admiral, 452 


Gamelin, Maurice, 693, 770 
Gandhi, Mohandas civil disobedience 
movement, X486-1487, X488, 1490, 

X49X, X492; appeal for,U.S. as^tance, 
1489-X490; imprisonment, X490, 1491, 
X492, X 493 
Garay, Narciso, 764 
Gardenhire, J. M , 855 
Gamer, John N., 133, 153-154. *17. 357, 
398, 56^7. 649 
Garrett, Finis J., 64, 79 
Gasohne, restrictions on U.S. export to 
Spain, 87s 

Gaulle, Charles de. See De Gaulle 
Gauss, Clarence E., X027, X3d'i, X306 
Geneva, Switzerland, Disarmament Con- 
ference, X7X, 222-233, 386; proposed 
location for U.N. Secretariat, x68i 
Geneva Prisoners of War Convention, 
1589 

Gentil, M., X209 

George, Walter,, 944, 1262, X630, X635, 
X658, i 6 gs , X697 
George, II, of Greece, X276 
George V, of England, 256, 258 
George VI, of England, 595, 623-624 
Gerig, Benjamin, X675 
German Atrocities, Declaration on, 
1278, X289-X29X 

Geni^ Reparations Conunission, X286, 
1394 

German Zeppelin Co., contract for he- 
lium from U.S., 597-598 
Germany, prewar: 

U.S. declaration of war (X9X7), 87- 
88; Versailles treaty, X03, 233, 243; 
CH tr^ to, X25, Nazi elections, X70; 
persecution of Jews, X70, 236-237, 
240-24X, 578, 599, X537-X540 (see also 
Atrocities) ; reamiament, 222, 230, 
233# 235-245, 527', 531; fraudulent fi- 
nan(^ transactions, ^237-240; with- 
drawal from League, 241; purge of 
June 30, 1934, 242; death of von 
Hindenburg, 243; possible secret alli- 
ance with Japan, 244-245; prepara- 
tory meetings for London Economic 
Conference, 246, trade methods, 374- 
375 > 615-616; French and Briti^ in- 
action re during X93o's, 383 , Air 
Force, 384, 590; naval limitation, 452; 
occupation of^ Rhindand (1936) » 
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Germany, prewar — Continued 
452 ; participation in Spanish war, 
484» 48S» 489-490, S06, sii, S12, 513, 
Anti-Comintern Pact (1936), 488, 
489, 556; 634, 639, 717, 908, 980; Nazi 
penetrations in Latin America by 
1936? 495-496; by 1938, 601-602; ab- 
sence from Brussels Conference, 553; 
invasion of Austria, 575-576; invasion 
of Czechoslovakia, and Munich agree- 
ment, 582-583, $86, 589-593, 595- 
597, 614-615, 623; Hitler exchatges 
with FDR on independence of other 
nations, 620-623; reported naval ma- 
neuvers off Morocco, 620, as benefac- 
tor of tJ.S. arms embargo, 642, 643, 
646, 647, 648-649, 651, 653; 

US. relations with: recall of US. 
Ambassador Wilson, 170, 599; ap- 
pointment of U. 5 . Ambassador Dodd, 
182 , U.S. export of arms to, 233 , mal- 
treatment of US. citizens, 236, 240, 
241; trade, 371 - 372 , 472 - 473 , 527 , 
6x5-616; nonapplication of U.S arms 
embargo, 510-513 ; protest against 
speech of former US. ambassador on 
iffider, 572-573; relations with U.S. 
(1938)9 583-585; helium transactions, 
597-598; recall of respective ambassa- 
dors, 599; propaganda against UJS. in 
Latin America, 6ox; 

Germany at war: 

Tripartite Pact (1940), 489, 627- 
628, 908-909; war crimes, 1183-1185, 
1278, 1289-1291, 1538; asylum to Axis 
leaders, 1360-1364; penetration in Af- 
ghanistan, 1497; application of un- 
conditional surrender principle to, 
1570-1582 ; 

attack on Poland {see Poland: Ger- 
man attack) ; 

invasion of France {see France at 
war; and France, Vichy); moves on 
Airicfi {see North Africa; and Da- 
kar) ; 

war with Britain {see Great Britain, 
at war) ; 

invasion of Norway, 751, 752; dec^ 
laration of war on Norway, 752; in- 
vasion of Denmark, 751, 753, 936- 
937; activities near Iceland, 754 ? near 
Greenland, 758; invasion of B^um, 


Germany at war — ConUnued 

761, 764, 773; of Netherlands, 761, 

762, 763, 765, of Luxemburg, 761, 
763; occupation of Bulgaria, 926, 931; 
invasion of Yugoslavia and Greece, 
928; possible occupation of Azores, 
940; Finmdi aid to, 977-980, 1449- 

1450; ^ . 

invasion of U.S.S.R. {see U.S.S.R.) , 

maritime warfare, torpedoing of 
Athema, 677; German protest against 
attempts of US. ships to avoid stop- 
page and search, 682; capture of City 
of Flint, 704-705; German ships in 
U.S. ports, 927, 942-943; sinking of 
Robin Moor, 944-945; attacks on 
other ships, 1046-1050; pressure on 
Panama to prohibit arming of mer- 
chant ships, 1048; 

policy in Western Hemisphere: 
scuttling of Graf von Spee, 690, 691- 
692; US. and inter-American policy 
toward European possessions in, 791, 
804, 816-8x7, 822-826, 1629-1630; 
economic and political penetration in 
South America, 8x3-814, 820-821, 
1x46, 1x48, 1150; subversive activities 
in Argentina, 1377, 1380, 1382, X383, 
139X-X392, X393, X396-I3?7 i 1402, 

1412 ; distorted interpretation of 
Monroe Doctrine, 8x7-818; political 
activity by embassy and consular 
staffs, 827, 

war with UB.: assets in VS. fro- 
zen, 945 ; dosing of consulates in 
US., 945, U.S. policy of self-defense, 
1002, 10x2; pressure on Japan to take 
measures against U.S, 1022, 1034, 
declaration of war on U.S. and by 
UB., ixooj Swiss representation of 
U.S. interests, 1x13, 1349; US. meas- 
lures to reduce imports of strategic 
materials, 1328-1333, I335-I339> 1346- 
I35i» 137 i-'i372, i449“I45<5; 

Southeastern Europe: U.S. efforts to 
solidify resistance to Axis in Balkans, 
928-932; concessions in Syria, 958, 
960, 962, 964-965, 1540; Turkish em- 
bargo on strategic materials to (Ger- 
many, 1371-1372; Turkish severance 
of diplomatic relations, 1372-1376; 
Turki^ entry into 'war, 1279-1280, 
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Germany at war — Continued 
1297, 1301, 1312, 1368-1369, 1370, 
i37i» i373> 1375-1376, penetration in 
Iran, 150Z, 1506; Iranian declaration 
of war on Germany, 1505; 

relations with European neutrals: 
German plans for troops movements 
through Spain, X191; imports of stra- 
tegic materials from Spain, 132^ 
1333; from Portugal, 1333, 133S- 
1339; from Sweden, 1346-1348; from 
Switzerland, 1349-1351 ; from Tur- 
key, 1371-X372; from Finland, 1449- 
1450; German U-boat attack on Por- 
tuguese ship, X339 ; Swedish ports 
closed to German shippmg, X348, 
Italian declaration of ^r on, 1350^ 
155X ; entrenchment in and near 
Rome, i$S3, 1561, 1562-1563; 

Germany, postwar; 

partitioning, 1233-1234, 1265, 1287, 
X604-X60S, 1606-1607, 1608, 1622 ; 

reparations, 1266, 1286, 1304, 1609; 
Inter-Allied Control Commission, 
1285, 16x8-1619; surrender terms, 

1285, 16x8, 1622; FDR views, 1602- 
1603; destruction of fleet, 1603-1604; 

State Department plan for postwar 
treatment, presented at Moscow, 
1284-1287; challenged by Morgen- 
tiau, 1602, 1604, 1607, 1618-1619; 

Morgenthau plan, 207-208, 1602, 
1604-1605, 1622; State Department 
opposition, 1605-1607, 1608; War De- 
partment opposition, 1607, 1609-1610; 
efforts toward reconciliation of views, 
1608-1610; agreed to by FDR and 
Churchill, 1610-1611, 1614-1615; Mor- 
genthau’s offer of credit to Britain a 
quid pro quo for approval of plan, 
1613-1614, 1615, 1616, 1617-1618; 
Eden’s opposition, 1615; CH’s protest 
to FDR and restatement of views, 
1616-161S; FDR’s Replies, 1618-1622; 
question of British and Soviet partici- 
pation, 1607, 1608, 1609, 1616-1617, 
16x8, 16x9, 1620-1621, 1622; interim 
directive to Eisenhower, 1607-1608, 
16x6, 1622; location of Allied zones of 
control, 1611-1613; military surveil- 
lance by U^., 1739 
Gibson, Henry R,, 33 


Gibson, Hugh S., 182, 183, 223-224, 347 
Gilbert, Alberto, 1391-1393 
Gillett, Frederick H., 109 
Gillette, Guy M., 1261, 1262, 1658, 1695, 
1697 

Giraud, Henri H., command of French 
military and naval forces in North 
Africa, 1196-1199, 1201-1202, 1221, 
1226; De Gaulle resentment against, 
1205, 1207, 1209, 1219, 1223; trustee 
for French interests in North Africa, 
1208-1210, 1214, 1217; co-president 
French Committee of National Lib- 
eration, 1220; forced out by De 
Gaulle, 1216, 1220, 1225-1226, 1244- 

124s 

Giraudy, Angel, 333 
Glass, Carter, 72 - 73 » 124, 151 
Godefroy, Admiral, 1203 
Golikov, Filip I., 974 
Good Neighbor League, CH address, 487 
Good Neighbor policy, proclaimed by 
FDR, 167, inheritance of ill will in 
Latin America, 308-309, 324; 

nonintervention, 310, 339-340, 477; 
in Haiti, 312, 320; in Cuba, 3x2-317, 
334, 340 - 34 i» 342-344; 

consultation with other nations in 
settling disputes in Leticia, 310-311; 
in Cuba, 314; in the Chaco, 346-347, 
removal of points of friction: revi- 
sion of treaty with Cuba, 317, 334', 
343 ; withdrawal of Marines from 
Haiti, 312, 320, 345; revision of treaty 
with Panama, 344-345; settlement of 
US. claims against Mexico, 34S-349; 

economic assistance to Cuba, 313, 
344; transportation and communica- 
tions, 319, 332, 348; 

advancement at Montevideo Con- 
ference, 317, 319-320, 325-330, 340, 
349-35X* 477; 

value of, upon entry into war, X139; 
cornerstone of U.S. foreign « policy, 
1426, 1739; awards to CH for work 
in behalf of, 1725, 1727 
Good offices, in Soviet-Finni^ dispute, 
706, 741-742, 809, Swediidi offer to 
Gennany and Britain, 845; in Soviet- 
Polish boundary dispute, 1268-1271, 
1305-1306, 1436, 1437; see also Medi- 
ation 



Gordon, George A , 647, 761-762, 763 
Gore, John J , 37-38, 106 
Gore, M L , 37 
Gore, Thomas P, 81 
Goring, Hermann, 590, 1044 
Gousev, Ambassador, 1453, 1456 
Grady, Henry F., 366, 1496, 1626-1627 
Graf von Spee, scuttlmg, 690, 691-692 
Grant, Ulysses S, 1574, 1576 
Grau San Martin, R^on, 317, 342 
Gray, Cecil W , 184, 1274 
Gray, David, i 3 SM 3 S 3 , I 3 S 6 , i 357 
Graziani, Rodolfo, 579 
Great Britain, Empire preferential tar- 
iff, 85, 101, 3 S 5 , S19, 526, 530, 975- 
976, 1151-11531 1474, 1476^1477, 

1614; CH trip to, i.>5, disarmament, 
225, 227, 379-380} German violation 
of -Versailles treaty, 243, Ottawa 
agreements, 355; foreign policy in 
1937, 531-534, Brussels Conference, 
550-556, Munich agreement on 
Czechoslovakia, 586, 589 - 593 , 595 - 
597, 614-615, 623, assistance guaranty 
to Poland, 623, imminence of war in 
Europe, 652, 662, preparations for 
war, 652, 665; Churdhill becomes 
Prime Mmister, 764; death of Lord 
Lothian, 874; 

at war: declaration of war on Ger- 
many (1939), 673, 675; reply to FDR 
bombing appeal, 674; rumors of Ger- 
man peace moves, 710-712, 844-845, 
1573; -futile efforts to aid Finland, 
740-741; wartime trade restrictions 
and discriminations, 748-749; mining 
of Norwegian waters, 751-752; land- 
ing of troops in Iceland, 754, 946- 
947, discussion of status of Green- 
land, 755; controversy over Danish 
shipping, 759-760, U.S. assistance in 
arming, 763, 766, 775; determination 
to resist Germany, 765-766, 775 , 
safety of fleet, 193, 766, 771 - 773 , 774 , 
796-797, 837-838, 838-839, 840-841; 
suggestions for U.S aid, 770; with- 
drawal of army from Dunl^k, 773; 
refusal of further aid to France, 774, 
776; attempts to prevent Italy's entry 
into war, 778-779, 782; declaration of 
war by Italy, 784.-785; Churchfll mes- 
sage on German advance into France, 


Great Britain — Contmued 
and British needs, 7S7; proposal for 
military staff conferences with U S , 
796, 797-798; 

perilous position in June 1940, 801- 
803; opposition to relief in occupied 
countries, 803-804; export surpluses, 
82S; German air assaults, 844;. at- 
tempt to capture Dakar, 852, CH ad- 
miration of British, 870; need for 
UB flnancial assistance, 871-873, 

military position and needs for 
1941, 920-922, encouragement of 

Yugoslav-Turkish resistance to Axis, 
928, 931; shipping losses, 935, agree- 
ment on US. occupation of Azores in 
event of German move, 941, US. aid 
m Libya, 944, aid from US. acceler- 
ated, 944 '- 945 ; participation in Atlan- 
tic Conference, 974-976, 1017-1020 
(see^ also Atlantic Charter); declara- 
tion of war on Finland, 980; signa- 
tory^ to United Nations Declaration, 
1 1 19-1 1 24, Allied invasion of Africa, 
952, 1127, 1133, 1162, 1183, 1185, 
1186, 1X90-1X91, XI9X-XX92, X2I6, 

12x8^ Z275; plans for European inva- 
sion, 123X-1232, policy on uncondi- 
tional surrender, X570-X581; 

cooperation with US. on policy to- 
ward neutrals, 1324-1325; measures 
for reduction of exports of strategic 
materials to Germany by Spain, 1329- 
*1333; by Portugal, 1336-1339; by 
Sweden, 1346-1348; by Switzerland, 
1349-1:351; by Turkey, 1371-1373; 
supply-purchase agreement with Por- 
tugal, 1335, agreement with Portugal 
for use of Azores bases, 1339-1340, 
position on U.S. lease of bases in Eire, 
1357; on economic sanctions against 
Eire, 1359; position on asylum to 
Axis leaders, 1362-1363; policy deci- 
sion with U S on joint efforts in Tur- 
key, 1365-1368; urges Turkish en- 
trance into war, 1366, 1369, 1370- 
1371, urges Turkish severance of ra- 
tions with Germany, 1372-1376; UJS. 
special mis^on to ex^ore existing 
problems (i944)> 1428; aid to Jewish 
refugees, 1539; 

relations with U.S.: concern over 
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Great Britain — Continued 
U.S. naval building, 287-288; rela- 
tions with (i933“3S)» 37S-382, 
384-385; Nye Committee allegations, 
380, 400, 402; war debts, 381, nego- 
tiations re strategic materials, 457, 
624, 625-626; trade agreement widi 
US, 519-530; currency stabilization 
agreement, 522; U.S unwillingness to 
supplant in world trade, 594; visit of 
King and Queen to US. (1939), 595, 
623-624, 643-644; harmful effects of 
U S. arms embargo, 642-643, 646, 647, 
648-649, 651, 653, 683-684, 693; navi- 
cert system in US, 680-681, 735- 
736; protests discrimination in US. . 
neutrahty"^ bill, 695, delay m placing 
armament orders in US, 700, dis- 
agreements with U S. over neutral 
rights, 733-736, exchange of bases for 
U.S destroyers, 187, 193, 212, 831- 
843, 946; US. lend-lease, 873-874, 
976, 1151-1153, 1476-1477, 1614, - 

Anglo-Amencan war boards, Z124, 
U.S. special mission to London to ex- 
plore existing problems (1944), 1428- 
1430; summary of US.-Briti^ pol- 
icy, 1472-1479, negotiations for 
Anglo-Amencan oil agreement (1944), 
1521, 1522-1523, 1524, 1525-1526, 

U.S. loan, 1613-1614, 1615, 1616, 
1617-16181 1726-1727; CH views on 
relations with US, 1739; proposals 
re U.S. fleet transfers {see Navy, 
U,S.); for relations with US, con- 
ceming tJurd parties, see country, 
area, or subject involved; 

Western Hemisphere relations: po-* 
sition on Hemisphere neutrality zone, 
691; occupation of Curasao, 814-8x6, 
891, 893; desire to send troops to 
Aruba, 816; U.S. and inter-American 
policy toward European possessions in 
Western Hemisphere, 814-817, 822- 
826; U.S. efforts to avoid Briti^- 
French trouble at Martimque, 818- 
820; bases leased to U.S., 193, 212, 
831-843, 946, 1475 ; relations with 
Mexico, 1142-1143; cooperation in the 
Caribbean, 1236-1237, 1475; relations 
with Argentina,. 1409-1419, 1420, 

1474-1475; 


Great Britain — Continued 

relations with Spam: noninterven- 
tion in civil war, 481-482, 489-490; 
recognition of Franco government, 
616, 617, food relief, 878-879, 880, 
881, 882; suggests joint appeal against 
alliance with Germany, 941 ; urges 
economic aid to, 1189; position on ex- 
port of strategic materials to Ger- 
many, 1329-1333; 

relations with France {see France); 
relations with Italy* position on 
war with Ethiopia, 420, 421, 426-427, 
433, 44i» 579-582, appeasement pol- 
icy toward, 573> S79» 581 ; attempts to 
prevent Italy’s entry into war, 778- 
779, 781, 782; declaration of war by 
Italy, 784-785', plans for Italian sur- 
render terms, 1232; member, Advisory 
Council for Italy, 1283-1284, 1551; 
Churchill messages re Itahan capitula- 
tion, 1548-1549; opposition to U.S. 
policy re status of crown and Ba- 
doglio government, 1550-1558; opposi- 
tion to status of ally for Italy, 1559; 
position on bombing of Rome, 1560- 
1563; opposition to Bonomi govern- 
ment,^ 1563-1565, 1568, position on 
economic aid to Italy, J566-1567, on 
resumption of diplomatic relations 
with Italy,. 1567-1568; 

relations with U.S.S.R.* efforts to 
bring about Soviet shift in favor of 
Allies, 806, 811 ; suggests U S. embargo 
on exports to USSR., 970-971; im- 
provement of relations, 971, 1247- 
'1250, 1252; assurances re aid to 
U.SSR, 973, 974, Eden’s visit to 
Moscow (Dec 1941), 1165-1167; 

Anglo-Soviet treaty, 1167-1174; pres- 
sure on U.S. and Great Britain for 
second front, 1173, 1174, 1179-1180, 
1249, 1264, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1306; 
efforts to effect Soviet-Polish recon- 
ciliation, 1267-1271, 1305-1306, 1315- 
1317; efforts to settle Soviet-Polish 
boundary dispute, 1436-1442, 1445, 
1447-1449 ; spheres of influence in 
Balkans, 1451-1459; negotiations re 
armistices with Rumania, .Bulgaria, 
and Hungary, 1461 ; , 

Near Eastern relations general pol- 



Great Britain— 

icy in, 1475, reaction to US. pro- 
posed declaration of policy on, i>;oo, 
relations with Afghanistan, 1497; with 
Iran {see Iran) ; with Iraq {see Iraq) , 
with Saudi Arabia {see Saudi Ara- 
bia) ; invaaon of Syria {see Syria) ; 
see (dso Arab- Jewish question; 

Far Eastern relations* position on 
rights and obligations in China, 279^- 
280, poUcy in 1937, S3i» 532, 553; ef- 
forts to end hostilities in Sino- Japa- 
nese war, 538-540, 555, 897-899, 
Tientsin* incident, 630-631, 632-633, 

635; 

recognition of Japanese '^special re- 
quirements’’ in China, 635; apprehen- 
sion over war with Japan (1939), 7 ^ 7 , 
719-720, 721-722, 727, withdrawal of 
troops from China, 718-722; pohcy of 
status quo in Netherlands East Indies, 
815-^816, 890-^91, 892, 893, conces- 
sions to Japan, 896-897, proposal for 
sending US. fleet to Singapore, 897, 
911, 914, closing of Burma Road and 
Hong Kong frontier, 897-899, goo, 
901 ; withdrawal of troops from 
Shanghai, 901 ; aid to Indo-China, 
906; 

plans for unified defense in the Pa- 
cific, 906-907, 909, 912, 1113; end of 
appeasement of Japan, 910-911; re- 
opening of Burma Road, 9x1, 916; re- 
quest for U.S. aid to Thailand, 985, 
991, 997; concern over Japanese ag- 
gression, 986; report on Japanese plan 
to attack Malaya, 996; joint defense 
of Netherlands East Indies, 1007, 
1017, 1093; joint Anglo-American 

warnings to Japan, 1017-1020, 1023, 
1056, 1059, J092; reaction to US- 
. Japanese peace proposals for the Pa- 
cific, 1067, 1073, 1076-1077, 1078-1079, 
1080, 1081, 1088-1089; report on im- 
minent Japanese attack on Thailand 
and Kra Isthmus, 1090; summary of 
US.-British relations, 1475; postwar 
disposition of Thailand, 1588, diver- 
gence with U.S. on Indo-China policy, 
1596-1598; 

postwar policies: punirilment of war 
crimes, 1183, 1278; on trusteeship sys- 


Great Britain — Continued 
tern, 1234-1238, 1599-1601; adminis- 
tration of liberated countries, 1239- 
X240, 1244; postwar disposition of 
Thailand, 1588; divergence with US. 
on Indo-China policy, 1596-1598; re- 
action to U.S. dependent peoples pol- 
icy, 1599-1601;' postwar treatment of 
Germany, 1233-1234, 1607, 1608, 

1609, 1610-1611, 1615, 1616-1617, 

1618, 1619, 1621. 1622; disagreement 
with US. oni Allied zones of occupa- 
tion in Germaxjy, 161 1-1613; postwar 
studies, r625, 1631; advocacy of re- 
gional basis for international organiza- 
tion, 1640-1647; 1649, 1667, x668, 
exchange of views with U.S. and 
USSR, on international organization, 
1260, 1650-1651 ; participation in 

Dumbarton Oaks Conference, 1671- 
1685, 1700-1708, 1712; 

see also Cairo Conferences; Four- 
Nation Declaration; India; Monetary 
and Economic Conference; Moscow 
Conference; Naval Conferences; Que- 
bec Conferences; Tehran Conference; 
Yalta Conference; and the dominions 
Greece, Italian invasion, 839, 885-886; 
application of U.S, Neutrality Act, 
886, US. aid to, 886; German inva- 
sion, 928 , resistance to aggression, 
930; question of plebiscite on mon- 
archy, 1240; representation on Polit- 
icomflitary Commission in Algiers, 
1275; on Advisory Council for Italy, 
1284, 1551; British wartime sphere of 
influence in, 1451-1459; territorial in- 
terests, 1549 

Greek Orthodox Church, 715-716 
Green, Joseph C., 400, 402, 416, 506, 
569, 775» 857 
Green, Nathan, 27 
Green, William, 1636 
Greenland, inclusion under Monroe Doc- 
trine, 753» 755 ; US opposition to 
landing of Bnti^ or Canadian forces, 
755-756; US refusal of protectorate, 
756; U.S. aid in strengthening de- 
fenses, 756, 757 ; landing of U.S 
troops, 757-758; establishment of con- 
sular relations with U,S., 756-757 » de- 
fense of, 935-939; agreement for U.S. 
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Greenland — Contmued 
lease of airfields, 935, 936; question of 
Danish Minister’s authority, 936--939 
Greenslade, John W , S20 
Greer, attack on, 1048 
Grew, Joseph C., views and reports as 
Ambassador to Japan: on war psy- 
chology in Japan, 273; good-will mis- 
sion to US, 275 ; outlook in Far East 
in 1936, 456; Japanese-German alli- 
ance, 489, 627-628; Japanese reaction 
to Brussels Conference, 551, 555; Jap- 
anese reaction to U.S. Neutrality Act, 
SS8 ; stability in Far East, 723 ; urging 
UB. policy of firmness, 904-905, on 
planned Japanese surprise attack on 
Pearl Harbor, 984, proposed FDR- 
Konoye meeting, 1025; Tojo support 
of US.-Japanese conversations (1941), 
1054; Japanese action in event of fail- 
ure of conversations, 1056; Emperor’s 
reply to FDR message, 1099; 

exchanges with Japanese officials; on 
U.S. ofier of good offices in Sino-Japa- 
nese hostihties, 539; bombing of open 
cities, 558; Panay incident, 559-560, 
561 ; Japanese naval construction, 
568; US. position on “new order in 
East Asia,” 569-570; to improve U.S.- 
Japanese relations (1940), 893-895, 
imminent Japanese souti^em advance, 
1Q02 ; U.S. baidc principles in Far 
East, X029; U.S.-Japanese conversa- 
tions, Z030; 

participation in Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference, 1675 
Griggs, James M., 55 
Gromyko, Andrei A., 1253, xsfis? I 437 > 
1442, 1443, 1444, 1449, 1451, 1462 ; at 
Dumbarton Oaks Conference, 167X, 
t672, 1678-1685, 1700, 1702, 1705- 
1706 

Grotius, Hugo, 175, 407-408 
Grundy, Josepk R., 132 
Guam, 289 

Guam doctrine of recognition of new 
American governments in wardme, 
1402 

GuardSa, Ricardo Adolfo de la, 1048 
Guatemala, trade agreement with U.S., 
375; German attempts^ to intimidate, 

82X , 


Guinazu, Enrique Ruiz, 1x44, 1x46, 1377, 
1378, 1379 

Gunter, John W., 15x3 
Gunther, Christian E., 1348, 1363 
Gunther, Franklin Mott, 686-687, 807, 
8x0 

Gustav V, of Sweden, 703-704 
Gustav Adolf, of Sweden, 702-703 
Gwynn, William M., 1542 

Haakon VII of Norway, 752-753 
Hackworth, Green H., x8x, 671, 1096, 
x686, 

opinions and memoranda on US. 
daims against Canada, 206; on sei- 
zure of U S. property en route to neu- 
trals, 507; on Danish-lcelandic rela- 
tionships, 753 , on Neutrality Act, 
872; on Uif. Declaration, 1119, X121; 
on operation of U.N. security organi- 
zation, 1696, 

delegate to international confer- 
ences, 603, 822, 1265, X274, 1280, 1675; 

drafts of destroyer-bases agreement, 
837, 838, 840, on proposal on depend- 
ent peoples, X234; 

partiapation in postwar planning, 
1626-1627, 1633, 1635, 1643 
Hague Convention (1907), 842, 87a 
Haile Selas^e, Emperor of Ethiopia, 418, 
419, 423, 424 

Hainan, Japanese occupation, 628, 634 
Haiphong, Japanese occupation, 906, 907 
Haiti, 312, 333, 1237; withdrawal of 
U.S. Marines, 170, 312, 320, 345; re- 
moval of US. financial controls, 170, 
345-346; trade agreement with U.S., 
375 

Hale, Nathan W., 54-55 
Halifax, Lordi British Foreign Secre- 
tary, views and discussions on: U.S. 
peace efiprts in Europe, 588, 623 ; Ger- 
man aggression, 6x5; U.S fleet in Pa- 
cific, 630; jmmhience of war, 652, 662; 
Czechoslovakia, 586 Dutch posses- 
sions, 8x5-816; Ethiopia, 581; 

British Ambassador to U.S., 926; 
views and discussions on. Empire tar- 
iff preferences, 976, 1476-1477, 1479; 
U.N. Declaration, XXX9-1123; Dum- 
barton Oaks Conference, 1671, 1672, 
1675; Argentina, 14x0-1412, 1413, 
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Halifax, Lord — Continued 

1414-141S, 1419 » Balkans, 928, 1452, 
1453; Far East, 996, 1003, 1017, 1056, 
1088-1089, 1090, 1091, 1113, 1595, 
1596-1597; Finland, 980, France, 
949-957 passim, 959, 962, 1129, 1131, 
1132, 1158-1159, 1196; Iceland, 946, 
India, 1483, i 485 » 14S6, 1487, 1490, 
1492, 1495 J ^561; Palestine, 

1534; Spain, 94 i» 1189, 1330, Turkey, 
928, 931, 1365, 1367-X368; U.SS.R,, 
970-971 

Hamaguchi, Yuko, 287 
Hamilton, Maxwell M., 895, 989, Z003, 
1031, 1114-111S, 1724 
Hampton, John, 24 
Hankey, Sir Maurice, 266-267 
Hanna, Margaret M, 181 
Hanoi, Japanese occupation, 906, 907 
Hardi^, Warren G., 104, 114, 127, 387 
Harkness, Richard, 1657 
Harmon, Judson, 67, 68, X04 
Harriman, Mrs. J. Borden, 183, 752, 760 
Harriman, W. Averell, 200; mission to 
U.S.S!R,, 977, 98ii 1165-1166, accom- 
panies Churchill to Moscow, 1179- 
1180, 1486; 

US Ambassador to US.S.R.: at 
Moscow Conference, 1277, 1280, 1293, 
1296, 1306; views and ^scussions on 
Turkey, 1373, 1375-1376, Polish- 

Soviet dispute, 1436, I 437 > I 439 > I440, 
1443, 1446, 1448; Soviet foreign pol- 
icy, 1459-1461 
Harris, Isham G., 33 
Harris, Miss Will, 47 
Harrison,. Leland, 543-544, 648, 1349 
Harrison, Pat, 217, 357 
Harrison-Cleveland campaign (1888), 
21-22 

Harvard University, 794, 1673 
Harvey, George, 67 
Hassan Bey, Mahmoud, 1532 
Hatch, Carl A , Z262, 1670, 1696, 1698 
Havana Conference (1928), 308 
Havana Conference of Foreign Ministers 
(1940), invitation, 791-792; date of 
convening, 816; German and Italian 
propaganda against, 821; U.S. delega 
tion, 822, CH*s opening address, 823, 
827; efforts of CH to bring about ac- 
cord on collective trusteeship for Eu- 


Havana Conference— Cowfontfcd 
ropean possessions, 823-826, 1629- 
1630; Act of Havana, 826; agreements 
to curb subversive activities, 827; ar- 
rangements to combat economic ef- 
fects of war, 827-828; resolution re- 
garding aggressive acts of non-Ameri- 
can states, 1x39, X3C43; summation of 
results, 829 

Hawaii, Japanese espionage activities in, 
loix; Japanese attack on Pearl Har- 
bor, 984, 1095, 1096, 1098, proposed 
meeting place for UN. Council, 1681 
Hawkins, Harry C., 366, 1633 
Hawley-Smoot Act (1930), 132, 152, 
3 SS, 357 , 358, 359 , 3^3 
Hay, James, 62 
Hay, John, 271 

Hayes, Carlton, 1190, 1191, 1326-1332 
passim 

Hays, Will, 1259, 1670 

Hearst, William Randolph, 67, 68, 150, 

389 

Heath, Donald R., 844 
Heiskell, Samud G., 3X 
Helium, 597-598 

HeOmuth case in Argentina, Z39X, 1392 
Henry-Haye, Gaston, appointment as 
French Ambassador to US., S47; 

views and discussions on Vichy pol- 
icies, 848, 851, 1039; relief for unoc- 
cupied France, 953, 954; French ships 
in US. ports, 960, Syria, 960, 964; 
Laval, XZ60-1161; St. Pierre-Miquelon, 
1131-1132; 
recall, 1195 

Hepburn, Arthur J , 1636, 1675 
Herriot, Edouard, 246 
Hickerson, John, 206, 1182 
Hill, Ebenezer J , 83, 358 
Hill, Lister, 1262, 1670, 1696, 1698 
HiUdring, John H., 1607 
Himmler, Heinrich, 1573 
Hindenburg, Paul von, 243 
Hindenburg, German dirigible, 597 
HiranunEia, 'Baron K., 627, 631-632, 633, 
717 

Hirohito, 1091-X092, 1093-1094, 1099, 
I59MS95 

Hirota, Koki, views and discusrions on 
good relations with U.S-, 27S> 555; 
Sino-Japanese war, 539, 542, 558, Po- 
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Hirota» KokSr^ontmued 
nay incident, 560, 561 » S62 , naval lim- 
itations, 56S-569 
Hiss, Alger, 1675 
Hitchcock, Gilbert Monell, 152 
Hitler, Adolf (Jot nonpersonal items, see 
Germany or subject), 226, 227; speech 
of former Ambassador Dodd concem- 
hig, 572-573; meetings with Chamber- 
lain, 589, 590, 59S; Franco, 849; P6- 
tam, 849; speech on peace with Brit- 
ain, 844; see also Germany 
Hoare, Sir Samuel, 384, 443, 1332 
Hoey, Clyde 856 
Holbrook, Alfred, 22 
Holland. See Netherlands 
Honduras, 375, 821 
Hong Kong, 897, 900, 1596, 1599 
Hoover, Herbert, policies as President, 
131, 140, 148, 160, 223, 226, 228, 309, 
387; relations with FDR, 183, 202; 
activities in World War II, 678, 804, 
1052 

Hoover, J. Edgar, 968 
Hoover, John H., 1160, 1223 
Hopkins, Harry, rdations with FDR, 
195) 205, 873; missions abroad, 200, 
922, 973; at First Quebec Conference, 
1240; participation in foreign affairs, 
862, 923, 976-977, 1370, 1408, 1493,, 
1595, 2604, 1607, 1608, 1609 
Hoppenot, Henri, 1220, 1224 
Hore-Beli^a, Leslie, 693 
Horinouchi, Kensuke, 628-639 passim, 
719, 721, 724, 729-730, 889-893, 912- 
914 

Hombeck, Stanley K., x8i, 552, 671, 
672, 895, 988, 1031, 109s, 1234, 1626- 
1627, 167s 

Horton, Henry H., 134 
Hoskins, Harold B., X532, 1533 
Hbnse, Edward, X2i-X22 
^ House of Representatives, U.S. See Con- 
gress 

Houston, William C., 64 
Howe, Louis, 132, 149, 154, 319 
Hu Shih, 685, 1006, 1026, i033» 1067, 
1073-1074, 1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 
XO82, 11X2, XZ13 

Hughes, Charles Evans, xx6, 148, 167, 
308, 3x8, 360 
Hughes, William, 62 


Hull, Allen B., 3, 22 
Hull, Cordell (for nonpersonal ttems, 
see subject)^ birth, 3, 5-6; 

family: grandparents, 3, 22; father 
{see Hull, William); mother, 5, 7-^, 
42; brothers, 5-6, lo-xi, 12, 14-19, 
22-23, IIS-116; wife {see Hull, 

Frances Witz); 

childhood and early youth, 6-23; 
locale, 6-9, xo, 13; employment, 10- 
II, 12, 14, X9-21; education, ii, 14- 
19, 21, 22-23, 26-27; debating suc- 
cesses, 14-15, 27-28; 

health, 13, 19, 23, 24, 30, 122, 129; 
134, 1137-1138, 1x50, 12SS, 1303, 
1308, 171S-1719, 1720, 1721; 

legal and judicial career, 19, 24, 26, 
27» 29» 33, 37-42, 107, 113; 

military service: Spanish- American 
War, 34-36 ; offer of services in World 
War I, 69-70, 333; 
congressional career {see Congress); 
social life, 36, 47-48, 177-178, 179, 

199, 67s, 1181-1182, 1306, 1308, 1311; 
marriage, 93-94; religion, 94; smok- 
ing habit, XII, 129; European visit 
(1925), 125; 

potential candidate for President, 
(1924) 122, 130; (1928) 129-130; 
(1932) 149; (X940) 749-750, 855- 
859; for Vice President, (1940) 860- 

861, (1944) 1714; 

appointment as Secretary of State, 
156-158; appraisal and commenda- 
tions of FDR, 1 2 2-123, x8S, 191, 194- 

200, 205-206, 208, 249, 267, 285, 340, 
440; 

honors and awards: designation by 
FDR as ^‘Father of United Nations,*^ 
1718, 1723, 1728, Nobel Peace Prize 
(x945), 1724-1726; other honors and 
awards, 1719, 1727; 

resignation as Secretary of State, 
X137-1138, 1323, 1715-1719; visits 
from FDR in hospital, 17x9, 1720, 
1721, commencement of Memoirs, 
1726; views on'U.S. affairs and the 
future, 1729-1742; see also Secretary 
of State 

Hull, Elizabeth Riley, 5, 7-8, 42 
Hull, Frances Witz (Mrs, Cordril), mar- 
riage to CH, 93-94; assistance in so- 



INDEX 


1771 


Hull, Frances Witz — Continued 
cM and offiaal functions, 17S-Z79, 
856, 1182; attendance at international 
conferences, 125, 258, 339; gift to 
FDR, 451; praise by Tennessee State 
Legislature, 1719-1720 
Hull, Orestes (Ress), birth, 5-6; educa- 
tion, II, i 4 -i 9 > 22-23; work, lo-ii, 
12, 14; death, 116 
Hull, Roy, 5-6, lo-ii, 12, 14, 116 
Hull, Senadius Selwin (Nade), birth, 
5-6; education, ii, 15-18; work, 10- 
II, 12, 13, 14; later life, 115-116 
Hull, Serena Maynard, 3 
Hull, William, description and <»arly 
life, 3-4, 10; politics, 7-8; logging, 
10, II, 12, 13, 19-21; business, 12, 

13- 14, 19; education of children, ii, 

14- 19, 22-23; removal to Carthage, 
Tenn, iiz; death, 115-116 

Hull, Wyoming, 5-6, lo-ii, 12, 14, 116 
Human rights, CH views on, 16-17, 25, 
37, 128, 136, 175, 187-188 
Humbert, Crown Prince of Italy, 1552, ' 
i 555 i 1558, 1583 

Hungary, demands in Czech aisis, 592, 
596, 614; attack on Yugoslavia, 933, 
war with U.S., 1114, 1175-1176; So- 
viet armistice terms, 1461; nonappli- 
cation of unconditional surrender 
policy to, 1570, i 575 *~iS 77 j i579-iS8o 
H urban, Vladimir, 615, 1124 
Hurley, Patrick J., 200, 1276, 1506, 

1507, 1514 

Iberia. See Spain and Portugal 
Iberia Air Line, 1326 
Iberian Peninsula Operating Commit- 
tee, 1327 

Ibn Saud, King .of Saudi Arabia, 1511, 
1512, 1513, 1532-1533, IS 3 S 
Iceland, 753, 754, 946-947 
Ickes, Harold L., 207, 1512, 1531; CH 
appraisal, 209; refusal to sell helium 
to Germany, 597-598; views on safe- 
guarding U.S. oil reserves, 1517, 1518, 
1519, 1520; president of Board of Di- 
rectors of Itooleum Reserves Corp, 
1520-1521, 1522, 1^24; participation 
in An^o-Ameiican oil «dlscussions, 
i522-i523> 1525, 1526 


Immigration, Jewish, to Palestine (see 
Arab-Jewish question); Jewish, to 
US, 1538-1540; repeal of U-S. laws 
excludmg Chmese, 1583 
Imports, US. See Tariff; Trade, US; 
Trade agreements; and specific com- 
modity 

Income tax, efforts by CH to secure 
legislation (1907-11), 48-50, 52, 58- 
61, 66; amendment to .Constitution 
ratified, 70; legislation drafted by 
CH, 70-71, 73 - 74 , enacted (1913), 
71, 76, amended (1916), 77, 80-81, 
89 

India, inclusion in UJSf. Declaration, 
1120, 1123, 1x24; strategic importance 
in World War II, 1482, 1485, 1487; 
U.S. advocacy of independence, 1482- 
1483, I488-l^|89, 1490-1491, 1496; 

establishment of diplomatic relations 
with US, 1483; exclusion from pro- 
visions of Atlantic Charter, 1484- 
1485; Cripps mission, i486, 1492, ac- 
tivities of personal representatives of 
US. President, i486, 1488, 1489, 1491, 
1492-1494, 1495 ; dvil disobedience 
movement, 1486-1487, 1488, 1490, 

1491, 1492; proposal for U.S. fact- 
finding commission, i486, 1487; role 
of U.S. forces in, 1489, 1494; U.$. 
economic mission, 1496 
Indo-China. See French Indo-China 
Inheritance and estate taxes, 77, 8o-8i 
Inbnu, Ismet, 1365, 1369-1370, 1371- 
1372 

Inter-American conferences. See Buenos 
Aires; Havana; Lima; Mexico City; 
Montevideo; Panama; and Rio de 
Janeiro 

Inter-American Defense Board, X150 
Inter-American Emergency Advisory 
Committee for Political Defense, 1383, 
1388-1389, 1399 

Interdepartmental Committee for Reci- 
procity Information, 366 
Intergovernmental Committee on Po- 
litical Refugees, 578 
Interior Department, 597-398 
Intematiomd conferences* See name of 
conference 

International Cooperation, policy of, 
CH urges, 123, 124, i 26 -xa 7 » 138, i 57 » 
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International cooperation — Continued 
159, 211, 230, 1212, 1254, 

i 73 S> i 740 > 1742; Democratic Party 

on, 134, 153; FDR “quarantine” 
speech, 544-546, opposition of isola- 
tionists {see Isolationism) ; discussed 
at Moscow, X279, 1280-1281, 1296, 

1297, 1308, 1310, 1311, I 3 i 2 -i 3 i 3 > 

1314, 131S 

International Court of Justice, 1178, 1631, 
1647, 1651, 1653, 1681; see also Per- 
manent Court 

International Labor Conference (1944) « 

1654-1655 

International Labor Organization, 177 

International Law, American Society of, 
764, 941 

International Nonintervention Commit- 
tee, 481, 482, 489, S04, 512 

International orgamzation for oeace 
See XJmted Nations 

International Petroleum Commission, 
1526 

International Petroleum Policy, Com- 
mittee on, 15x7 

Inukai, Tsuyo^i, 276, 287 

Iran, 1277; question of sovereignty in 
Persian Gulf, 232; occupation by 
Britain and U,S S R , 976, 1500, 1501- 
1502, 1506; signs U.N, Declaration, 
1253, 1505, use as supply route" to 
tJ.S.S.R., 1498, 1500, 1502-1503, 1506; 
German influence in, 1501, 1506, US 
mterest in preservmg independence, 
1501, X502, 1504, 1507; Anglo-Soviet- 
franian treaty, 1502, 1505, 1506; 
changes in government, 1502, 1510; 
U,S. lend-lease aid, 1503, 1507; U.S. 
economic and military missions, 1503, 
X505, 1506, 1507, 1508; declaration of 
war on Germany, 1505; US. troops 
in, 1505-1506; three-power declara- 
tion at Tehran, 1505, I5o6-t5o7, 1510, 
FDR views on, 1507; establishment 
of XJ.S. Embassy, 1507; competition 
for oil concessions, 150S-X5X0; see 
also Tdiran Conference 

Iraq, uprising against British, 958, 964, 
965; UB- oil interests in, 1499; decla- 
ration of war on Axis and admission 
to TJX, 1504, protests U.S. pro- 
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Iraq — Continued 
Zionism, 1532, IS3S, 153,; 
Congress, 1546-1547 

Ireland See Eire 

Iron and steel scrap and products, ex- 
port control, 907, 912-^14, 915 

Ishii, Viscount Kikujiro, 246, 265, 274, 
285, 635-636 

Ismay, Sir Hastings Lionel, 1280 

Isolationism, in the 2o*s, 112, 123, 127, 
i34> 157; CH opposition to, 112, 176^ 
177, 187, 211, 246, 256, 666-667, 1734- 
173s » isolationists in Congress during 
FDR administration, 2x5-218, opposi- 
tion to international cooperation, 279, 
304, 397 , 409, 425, 429, 431, 464, 465, 
588, 1297; to effective prosecution of 
World War II, 28S, 573-574, 641- 
653, 684, 803, 863, 943, 960, 1104, 
Nye Committee, 399-400, 404, Lud- 
low resolution, 563-564; m USSR., 
1297, 1310, 1313; see also Interna- 
tional cooperation; and Neutrality 
policy 

Italy, 17 1, 243, 246; London Naval 
Conference, 444, 452 ; Axis accord 
with Germany (1936), 488, Anti- 
Comintern Pact, 489, 556, 634, 639, 
908 ; nonsupport of mediation offer 
for Spain, ^9-490; subversive activi- 
ties in Latin America, 495; aid to 
Franco Government m Spam, 482. 
510-513; Brussels Conference, 553, 
556; Munich agreement, 595; occupa- 
tion of Albania, 618-619; reaction to 
US arms embargo, 647, 693; war 
debts, 785; 

war with Ethiopia, international 
efforts to avert, 418-427; US moral 
embargo, X92-193, 425, 426, 430-442, 
460-461, 467, 471, 809; US. neutral- 
ity, 4 iI'- 412, 414, 4x7, 419, 428-433, 
467, 468, 471; occupation of Addis 
Abab^i, 468, Hoare-Laval plan, 443; 
U.S. nonrecognition of possession of 
Ethiopia, 469-470; British recogni- 
tion, 579-582; 

World War II; FDR message to 
IKing urging peace appeal, 655, 661, 
662, 66i|, Mussolini's proposal for 
five-powfer conference, 664; FDR's 
bombing appeal, 672, 674; rumor of 
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Italy — Continued 

peace move by Mussolini, 712-713, 
US, British, French, and Vatican 
efforts to prevent Italy’s entry mto 
war, 620-622, 777-784; declaration of 
war on Britain and France, 784-785, 
FDR’s stab-in-the-back address, 784- 
785; U.S. neutrality (1939)* 7 ^ 5 » US. 
and inter-American policy on Euro- 
pean possessions in Western Hemi- 
sphere, 791,' 804, 816-817, 822-826; 
propaganda against Havana Confer- 
ence, 821; political activity by em- 
bassy and- consular staffs, 827 ; inva- 
sion of Greece, 839, 885-886; ‘ Tri- 
partite Pact (1940), 489, 627-628, 
908-909 ; closing of consulates in U S , 
926, 945, shipping in US. ports, 927, 
942, freezing of assets in U.S, 945; 

declaration of war on US and by 
US., 1100; Allied Control Commis- 
sion for Italy, 1245-1246, 1555, 1557, 
1560, 1563, 1565, 1566, Inter- Allied 
Advisory Council for Italy, 1283- 
1284, 1317 ) iSSi, 1SS2, 1556, 1557 ) 
1558, 1559 ) 15 ^ 4 ) 1565; Declaration re 
Italy, 1283-1284, Soviet request for 
Italian war vessels, ^284, 1301-1302; 
Swiss exports to, 1349-1351; US. 
distinctive treatment, 1548; surrender, 
1232, 1549, 1570, 1571, 1575-1577) 
1579-1580; 

Badoglio government, 1550-1559, 
1564-1565, 1568; declaration of war 
on Germany and acceptance es co- 
belligerent, 1550-1551; Sforza’s par- 
ticipation, 1551-1552, 1553; diplo- 
matic relations with U.S.S.R, 1449, 
1463, 1556-1557 ; new government 

formed, 1558-1559; status of ally re- 
fused, 1554-1555) 1559-1560; bombing 
of Rome, 1560-1563; 

Bonomi government, 1563-1569 ; 
Sforza’s participation, 1563, 1568; 

British objections, 1563-1565; Italian 
Committee for National Liberation, 
rs64» 1565; economic relief, 1565, 

1566- 1567, 1569; establishment of 
diplomatic xidations abroad, 1566, 

1567- 1568, King’s abdication, 1568- 
1569 


1773 

Iwakuro, Hideo, 1003, 1004, 1005, 1009, 
1014 

Jackson, Andrew, 17, 121 

Jackson, Robert H, 209, 835, 841, 943, 

1531 

Jackson, Thomas J. (Stonewall), 219 
Jahn, Gunnar, 1725 
Jamaica, 831-843 
James, Ollie M, 81 

Japan, preparatory meetings for Lon- 
don Economic Conference, 246; mili- 
tary and liberal elements in, 276, 286, 
290, 727, 728, 1003, 1034, 1089, de- 
mands for naval parity, 223, 286-290, 
384, 444-450, 455, subversive activi- 
ties in Latin America, 495; 

policy of aggression: record of ag- 
gressive actions, 117, 170, 270-271, 
1036; League of Nations’ actions re, 
160, 170, 270, 272, 386, 542-544) 559) 
possible secret alliance with Germany 
(1934), 244; avowals of peaceful in- 
tentions, 273, 279, 281, 284, 989, 990, 
1009, 1011, 1021, 1060, 1063, efforts 
to consolidate acquisitions through 
diplomatic agreements, 277-278, 631, 
Amau statement on Japanese sole re- 
sponsibility in East Asia, 279, 284, 
reported naval construction, 568-569, 
Tripartite Pact, 489, 627-628, 908- 
909, 991, 1002, 1006-1007, 1010, lOII, 
1021, 1028, 1035, 1059, 1060, io6z, 
1063, 1063-1064, 1066, 1071, 1083; 
claim to Spratly Islands, 628-629; de- 
mands on France and Britain (1940), 
896, military activities following Im- 
perial conference (1941), 10x2; 

in Southeast Asia: Thailand, 985, 
991, 997, 1090; Malaya, 996, 1002; 
Kra Isthmus, 1090, 1091, 1093; see 
dso French Indo-China; 
in China (see China) ; 
in Manchuria (see Manchuria) ; 
see also Netherlands East Indies 
relations with US.* anti-U.S. senti- 
ment, 272-274, 639, 1023, 1054, 1075; 
friendly overtures, 274, 278, 556, 
false concept of Monroe Doctrine, 
281-282, 890, 892-893, 1032; proposal 
for U.S -Japanese'" spheres of influ- 
ence, 28X-285, 894; bombing of 
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J apan— Cowimwerf 

U.S.S. Tcamy, 559 - 563 ; U-S. position 
on “new order in East Asia,” 569-570, 
982; Saito ashes returned on US. 
warship, 629; proposal for joint ac- 
tion to avert European war, 631-632, 
633; good-will missions to US. dis- 
couraged, 275, 629, 630' Grew-Arita 
conversations to improve relations 
(1940), 893-895; proposed nonag- 
gression pact with U.S., 997, 1014; 
U.S. interception of Japanese official 
code messages, 998; espionage activi- 
ties in U.S. and Hawaii, 1011-1012; 
freezing of assets in US, 1014; Ger- 
man pressure to rupture Japanese- 
US. relations, 1022, 1034; instructions 
for evacuating Japanese in US., 1068; 
CH’s warnings of imminent danger to 
US. (i94i)> 203, 1057-1058, 1079- 
Z080, Z087, 1088, 1098; 

conversations with U.S. to avert 
war (X941), 187, 193, 985* 9891 un- 
official Japanese proposals (Apr. 9) 
re Tripartite Pact, peace with China, 
mutual trade relations, 991-993; US. 
principles prerecfuisite to negotiations, 
994, 995, 1029; submission to Tokyo 
for approval, 996-998; official Japa- 
nese proposals (May 12) re same, 
999-1007; T^.S. proposals (May 31) 
on Tripartite Pact and China, 1007- 
1008 r U.S. oral statement on diver- 
gencies of view, 1008-1010; Japanese 
draft on, loio-ioii; U.S. decision to 
dose conversations upon Japanese in- 
vasion of Indo-China, ioi3-i«i5, 
1066 ; resumption of conversations, 
and Japanese proposals re spedal po- 
sition m Indo-China, xox6-xox7, 1021 ; 
U.S warning against further Japanese 
aggression, loi 7-1020, 1027; Japanese 
propose FDR-Konoye meeting, 992, 
1020-1036 passim; Japanese propos- 
als (Sept. 6) on main points of dif- 
ference, 1028-1029, 1031-1032'; tech- 
nical difficulties, X030-X031 ; U S. 
statement on progresdve narrowing 
of Japanese position, 1033, J03S; CH 
reviews six months’ developments un- 
der Konoye Cabinet, 1035-1037; Tojo 
Cabmet’s attitude on conversations. 


J apan — Contimted 

1054-1055, 1056, 1059, 1062, 1063; 
Japanese deadline for agreement, 
1056-1057, 1063, 1068, 1074, 1077; 
reworded Japanese proposals (Nov. 
7) on three main points, 1058-1059; 
U.S. proposal for joint declaration on 
economic policy, 1060F-1061; discus- 
sions on points of difference, 1061- 
1068; Japanese ultimatum (Nov. 20), 
1068-1070, possible U.S, counterpro- 
posals, 1072-1079' 1080-1082, 1088- 
1089; US. ten-point basic proposals 
for mutual commitments (Nov 26), 
1083-1086, 1090-1091; Australian me- 
diation ' offer, X089; FDR message to 
Hirohito, 1091-1092, 1093-1094, 1099; 
ITS inquiry on Japanese troops in 
Indo-China, 1092, 1093; Japanese re- 
ply to Nov. 26 proposals (Dec. 7), 
1095-1097, 1098; - CH reviews con- 
versations, I 100-1 105; 

trade with U S * Japanese exports 
(1934), 286; following US. abroga- 
tion of 19 1 1 commercial treaty, 636- 
638, 725-730, 894; U.S. embargoes on 
stratepc materikis, 229, 636-639, 641^ 
729-730, 901-902, 9i2“9r4, 9S3, 990/ 
10x4, 1067, 1X02-X103; question of 
U.S. embargo on petroleum, 983, 
1066, 1075, 1078, 1081, 1085, 1102- 
1103, 1104; U.S.-Japanese conversa- 
tions on mutual trade relations, 992, 
1007, Z014, 1022, 1029, 1036, 1058, 
1059, 1060-1061, 1066, 1069, 1072, 
1083, 

war with U.S : attack on Pearl 
Harbor, 983, 1095, 1096, 1724, 1726, 
1727; U.S. declaration of war against, 
1097, 1098, 1100; US. destruction of 
codes and papers in U S. official estab- 
lishments in Japan, 1093; Japanese 
establishments and personxiel in U.S. 
protected, 1099, Swiss representation 
of U.S. interests, 1x13, 1349; unified 
defense in Pacific against Japan, 11x3 ; 

. application of uncondition^ surren- 
der policy to Japan, 1570-1582; treat- 
ment of U.S. prisoners of war and 
civilian internees, 1589; 

postwar treatment f disposition o£ 
mandated idands, 1466, 1596, 1599, 
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1706-1707, Korean independence, 
1584, 1596, State Department pro- 
posal, 1589-1593, Potsdam agree- 
ment, 1593-1595; CH recommenda- 
tion, 1739; 

rdations with U S.S R , 293, 295^ 
298, 302, 5S2» 627, 628, 634-635, 639, 
977, 1012, 1462; concern over US. 
recogmtion of USSR, 276-277; 
Anti-Comintern Pact with Germany, 
488, 489, 634, 639, 717, 908, 980; re- 
sentment over German-Soviet non- 
aggression pact, 717, 720-721; Outer 
Mongolia border dispute with U.S S.R , 
720, 811; nonaggression treaty with 
USSR., 969, 993, 1020, protests on 
U.S. oil shipments to US.S.R via 
Vladivostok, loi 7-1018, efforts for 
separate German-Soviet peace, 1263- 
1264, 1462, Soviet reluctance to an- 
tagonize, 1111-1113; Soviet declara- 
tion of war on, 1249, 1309-1310, 131 1, 
1470 

Jefferson, Thomas, 24-25, 37, 169, 173, 
197, 860 

Jewish Theological Seminary, 1626 
Jews, 207, in Germany, 170, 236-237, 
240-241, 578, 579, 599, in North 
Africa, 1197, 1214; in Palestine (see 
Arab-Jewish question); refugees, 1528, 
1529, 1531, 1534, 1537-1540; see also 
Atroaties 

Johnson, Andrew, 21 
Johnson, Herschel V., 181, 1348 
Johnson, Hiram, 217, 465, 573-574 
Johnson, Hu^, 242 
Johnson, Louis, 208, i486, 1488, 1491 ^ 
Johnson, Luther A., 218, 1635 
Johnson, Nelson T., 539, 631 
Johnson Act (i934)> 303, 381-382, 427 
Johnston, Eric, 1636 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, views on trade 
with Spain and Portugal, 1325, US 
bases in Eire, 1357 ; Turkish severance 
of relations with Germany, 1374- 
1375; dispoation of Pacific islands, 
1466 ; postwar frienddiip with 
U.S.S.R, 1470; oil concessions in 
Saudi Arabia, 1518, 1519; Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference, 1705, 1706 
Jones, Grosvenor M., 822 
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Jones, Jesse H., 204, 210, 861 
Jones, W. A., 278 
Jordan, R. S., 1514-1515, 1516 
Jordana y Souza, Count Francisco Go- 
mez, 617, 1190, 1191, 1326 
Judicial career of CH, 38-42 
Juin, Alphonse, 1045 
Jung, Guido, 246, 263 
Justice, International Court of, 1178, 
1631, 1647, 1651, 1653, 1681; see dso 
Permanent Court 
Justo, Agustin P., 497, 499 

Kalinin, Mikhail, 293, 297-298, 703 
Kane, U S S , 480 

Kauffmann, Henrik de, 753, 756, 759, 
927, 935> 936-939 
Keifer, Joseph W., 54-55 
Kelchncr, Warren, 351 
Kelley, Robert F., 181, 299, 302 
Kellogg, Frank B., 333 
Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928), 128, 153, 
304, 309, 322, 328, 332, 418, 419, 420, 
421, 427, 433, 583, 588 
Kelly, Sir David, 1415, 1416-1418 
Kennan, George F., 1341, 1342 
Kennedy, Joseph P., relations with 
FDR, 200; (^aurman, U.S Maritime 
Commission, 558; reports and views 
as US Ambassador to Britain, 586, 
588, 589, 590, 592, 596, 623, 652, 662, 
663, 671, 672, 675, 677, 693, 763, 765- 
766, resignation, 926 
Kerr, Sir Archibald Gark, 1270-1271, 
1278 

King, Wifiiam H., 232, 5x5 
Kirk, Alexander, 647-648, 651, 655, 710- 
711, 712, 761, 762, 1276, 156S 
“Kitchen” cabinet, FDR, 204-205 
Kitchin, Claude, 63, 92> 95i 96 
Kleffens, E. N, van, 1007 
Klotz, Alexis, 1274 

Knatchbull-Hugessen, Sir Hu^e, 1372 
Knox, Frank, ^08, 838, 839, 910, 935- 
936, 943, 1047, 1058, 1071, 1077, 1091, 
1092, 1093, io 95> 1097, 1346, 1347, 
1517, 1518, 1670 
Knudsen, William S , 910 
Koenig, General, 1433 
Konitza, Faik, 619 
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Konoye, Prince Fumimaro, 2$6, 542, 
SS6, 627, 630, 902, 977, 997, 1002, 
1012, 1019-1037 passim, 1102 
Koo, Wellington, 1707 
Korea, 270, 1584, 1596 
Kra Isthmus, 1090, 1091, Z093, 1588 
Kung, H. H., Z586 
Kuniholm, Bertel £., 946 
Kurile Islands, 1596 

Kurusu, Saburo, 276, 1034, 1036; con- 
versations vririi CH, xo62*^io67, 1068, 
1074-1076, 1082, 1085-1086, 1087- 

1088, 1090-1091, 1092,- 1093, 1095- 
1097; CH appraisal, 1062-1063; con- 
versations with FDR, 1063-1064, 1086 

Labor, CH views on, 52, 196, 197, la- 
bor conditions discussed at Moscow 
Conference, 1303, 1304 
Labor, American Federation of, 545 
Labor Conference, International (1944), 

1654-1655 

Labor Organization, International, 177 
Ladybird, British gunboat, 561 
La FoUette, Philip F., 335 - 
La FoUette, Robert M., 108 
La FoUette, Robert M., Jr , 1658, 1695 
Lais, Alberto, 927 
Land, Emory S., 698, 1391 
Landon, Alfred M., 603, 6x1 
Lane, Arthur BUss, 6x8, 928-932 passim 
Lange, Oscar, 1442-1443, 1444 
Lansing, Robert, 82, 285, 403 “ 4 O 4 > 63s- 
636 

Latin America. See American republics; 

and individual countries 
Latvia, Soviet pressure, 701; Soviet oc- 
cupation, 8x0, 812; assets in UB. 
frozen, 811; Soviet territorial aims, 
1166, X167, 1x71, XX72, X173 
Laurel, Jos6 P., 1328 
Laval, Pierre, 432, 854; role in Italo- 
Ethiopian war, 4x9, 442, 443 ; CH ap- 
praisal, 441; coUahoration with Ger- 
many, 791, 804, 848-849, 850, 851, 
852, 884-885, 9 o 8» 949r, 952, 953, 1039, 
1X57, XX60-1161, 1x95 
Law, Richard, 1477, i 47 & 

Lea,^ Lukej 77 - 79 » i 34 , i 3 S, 138 
League of Nations, 497, 4995 re- 
fusal to join, IQ2-104, 112-113, 124, 
ISO, 212, 216, 222, 386, 387, 1307, 


League of Nations — Continued 
1662-1663, Japan’s withdrawal, 170, 
270, German withdrawal, 241, 386, 
sponsorship of- London Economic 
Conference, 246, 386; admission of 
USS.R, 304; expulsion of USSR, 
709-710, mandates, 1528, 1540; 
action m Japanese aggressions, 160, 

170, 270, 272, 386, 542-544, 559; 
Leticia dispute, 170-171, 310-311; 
Chaco War, 336 - 337 , 346 - 347 ; Italo- 
Ethiopian War, 418-420, 425-435, 
440-442, 469-470, 471; Russo-Finnish 
War, 709-710; 

US. cooperation, 182, 386-387; m 
Far East, x6o, 272, 274, 311, 386, 
542-544, 559, in Leticia dispute, 170- 

171, 310-311, 386; in Chaco War, 
336-337, 346 - 347 » 386, 1646, US. in- 
dependent action in Italo-Ethiopian 
War, 418-420, 425-435, 440-442, 469- 
470, 471, in Russo-Fmnish War, 709- 
710, US decision not to revive, 
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Leahy, William D., US, Ambassador to 
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963, 1038, 1040, 1043, 1044, 1157; 
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1304, 1367, 1368, 1518, 1581 
Lebanon, 1245, 1535, 1540, 1544-1547 
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976, 1x51-1x53, 1211, 1212, 1476- 
1477, 1614; aid to China, 997, 1175; 
Free Frendi, 1042, 1435, Great Bnt- 
ain, 976, 1151-1153, 1476-1477, 1614; 
Iran, 1503; Liberia, zi86; Saudi 
Arabia, 1512; Turkey, 1366, U.S,S.R, 
981, 1176, 1272-1273, 1461-1462 
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762, 764, 773, 1266 
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Levant states See Syria and Lebanon 
Lewis, Kathryn, 603 
Liberated areas, policy on administra- 
tion, 1239-1240, 1244, 1466; see also 
countries liberated 
Liberia, 1185-1186 
Lidice, Czechoslovakia, 1x84 
Lima, Peru, CH visit to, 340 
Lima Conference (1938), 601-61 1, U.S 
delegation, 603, Declaration of Lima, 
603-609; resolutions regarding Axis, 
609; Declaration of American Prin- 
ciples, 609-610, other resolutions, 610; 
CH addresses, 60s, 610-611 
Limitation of armament. See Disarma- 
ment 
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Lindsay, Sir Ronald, 160, S93~S94; CH 
appraisal, 380, conversations with CH, 
on war debts, 381; on Johnson bill, 
382; on unauthorized publication of 
British correspondence by Nye Com- 
mittee, 402; on Italo-Ethiopian war, 
420, 441; on delivery of British tin 
to US., 457, on trade pohcies, 520- 
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S8i 
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occupation, 810, 812; assets in U.S 
frozen, 8xx; Soviet territorial aims, 
1x66, 1167, 117X, X172, 1173 
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759 

Litvinov, Maxim, CH appraisal, 294; 
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U.S., 981 ; meets CH in Moscow, 

' 1277; - 
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don Economic Conference, 294; U.S. 
recognition of US.SR, 299-302, 303, 
disarmament, 304; Soviet policy to- 
ward Japan at Brussels Conference, 
552 ; Soviet desire to check aggression, 
658 ; Soviet cooperation with U.S 
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lease agreement with US., X176; U.S.- 
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Ch^na, 907, 9 I 4 - 9 IS* ii 74 -ii 7 S, I 58 S; 
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879 
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Lowell, Abbott Lawrence, 86 
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German rearmament, 230, 231; perse- 
cution of Jews, 236-237; U.S. boycott 
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tions, 374 
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IS5-IS4 

MacArthur, Douglas, z6oo 
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McCormack, John W., 217, 1669, 1696, 
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a 49 > 412, 4^29 564 
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1595 
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271, 275-276; nonrecognition by 

League and TJ.S., 274; see also Man- 
churia 
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Soviet Outer Mongolhui border dis- 
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1596 
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fusal to demobilize French Beet at, 
xi6xi rdations with US. under Hop- 
penot, 1223-1224 
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Axis and bellicose statements and ac- 
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1002, 1007, loii, 1013, 1014 
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for postwar Germany, 1604, 1607, 
1608, 1614; special mission to London, 
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to CH, 1727-1728 

Mediation, in Cuba, 313; Chaco war, 
347; Italo-Ethiopian war, 425; Span- 
ish war, 489, 490, Sino- Japanese war, 
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1089; see also Good offices 
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614, 615-616 
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situation, 314, 316; debt resolution at 
Montevideo Conference, 335 - 336 ; ef- 
forts to end Chaco War, 337, claims 
of U.S. citizens, 348-349; Nye Com- 
mittee allegations, 400 ; inquiry re 
arms shipments to Spain, 480-481; 
expropriations of American and Brit- 
ish oil properties, 610, 1140-1143; 
Pan American highway, J141 ; declara- 
tion of war against Axis, 1142; U.S. 
use of bases in, 1422, 1423; agree- 
ments with U.S. for delivery of strate- 
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gic materials and embargo on oil and 
scrap iron to Japan, 1423 
Mexico City Conference of Foreign 
Ministers (i94S)> i403-i40S» resolu- 
tion LIX re Argentina, 1407-1408, 
Act of Chapultepec, 1467 
Michels, Rodolfo, 1384 
Michelson, Charles, 144 
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Premier, 1270, efforts toward settle- 
ment of boundary dispute with 
U.S.S.R., 1316, 1317, 1438, 1439, 1441, 
1447-1448; visit to US, 1441-1442, 
1444-1445; visits to Moscow, 1445, 
1447; resignation, 1448 
Milit^ conferences, CH nonparticipant, 
1109-1111, 1367 

Military equipment, export control, 901 
Military missions to American Republics, 
US, 1139, to Iran, 1503, 1505, 1506, 
1507; to Saudi Arabia, 1513 
Miller, Hunter, i8x 
Miller, James T , 42-43, 53 
Millspaugh, Arthur C , X503, X508 
Minonty groups in U S , CH’s observa- 
tions regardmg, 1738 
Mississippi Valley improvement, efforts 
toward, 43-44 

Mixed Claims Commission, U.S. and 
Germany, 239 

Moffat, Jay Pierrepont, 181, 552, 596, 
67X, 672, 739 » 7 S 4 » 1626-1627 
Mohammed Ali, Prince, of Egypt, 1532 
Mohammedans, question of US. special 
mission, 715-7x6 

MoZey, Raymond, appointment as As- 
dstant Secretary of State, 161; inter- 
est in war debts, 247 ; denial of interest 
in Secretary of Stateship, 247, speech 
condemning tariff program, 249, 353; 
fiasco in London, 259-262, 268, trans- 
fer from State Department, 268 
Molotov, Vyacheslav, appointment as 
Soviet Foreign Commissar, 656; visit 
to Berlin {1940), 969; CH appraisal, 
1x74, XZ82; personal messages to CH, 
X719, X720; 

viewsr discussions, or actions on 
U S. recognition of U.S S.R , 293 ; So- 
viet bombings, 706; US trade dis- 
criminations, 807, 809; Anglo-Soviet 
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Molotov, Vyacheslav— 
treaty, 1171-1174; second front, 1173, 
1174, 1179-1180, 1249, Four-Nation 
Declaration, 1256-1257, 1463, Turkish 
entrance into war, 1368-1369, 1373, 
1376; Polish-Soviet border dispute, 
1437; Polish government in London, 
1440; Polish underground, 1446-1447; 
Declaration on Iran, 1505; participa- 
tion in UN., 1665; 

see also Moscow Conference and 
U.S.S.R. 

Monetary and Economic Conference 
(1933 )> preparatory meetings, 171, 
225, 246, 247; objectives, 246, 247, 
250; state of confusion, 247-248, 253; 
American delegation, 249; instructions 
to American delegation, 249-250; lack 
of definite program on tariff revision, 
248-249, 250-252, 353; CH’s opening 
address delayed, 256; organization of 
conference, 258; King George’s recep- 
tion for delegates, 258, CH’s Pilgrims 
luncheon address, 259-260, the Moley 
episode, 259-261, 268, 350; results of 
roR’s rejection of Moley’s stabiliza- 
tion agreement, 262-266, 378; CH’s 
efforts to save FDR from blame for 
failure of conference, 262-266, col- 
lapse of conference, 267, 386; CH’s 
closing address, 267; CH’s report to 
FDR, 268; results of conference, 268, 
354 

Monetary and Financial Conference 
(1944), 1654-1655 

Monroe Doctnne, Japanese distortion of, 
281-282, 890, S92-693, 1032; CH and 
FDR views on, 310, 311; considered 
in provisions of 1936 Neutrality Act, 
466 ; participation of Latin America in 
enforcing proviaons of, 500; induaon 
of Iceland and Greenland in scope of, 
753 > 755 ; German distortion of, 817- 
8x8; Latin American opposition to, 
824, 1x46; proposed expansion to in- 
dude part of Africa, 959-960 

Montevideo, Uruguay, as center of Nazi 
subversive activity, 820 

‘Montevideo Conference (1933), 300; 
consideration of postponement, 317; 
CH economic proposal, 317, 320-322, 
328 > 329 > SSh 347 - 34 ^> 353 ; U S. dele- 
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gation, 319, proposal for ratification 
of peace agreements, 322, 328-329, 
344; discussion of U.S. noninterven- 
tion policy, 323, 333-335> 477; moves 
to end Chaco War, 193, 322, 323, 328, 
336-338, 386, 1646; CH cultivation of 
Latin American statesmen, 323-330, 
349; transportation and communica- 
tions questions, 319, 332, 348; debts 
resolution, 335-336 ; CH visits en 
route, 323, 339-340 

Montvale Institute, Celina, Term., at- 
tended by CH, 15-16, 17-18 
Moon, John A , 64 

Moore, R Walton, CH appraisal, 301; 
jurisdiction over arms control, 416; 
controversy with Welles over Under- 
secretaryship, 509-510, appomtment 
as Counselor, 510; views or discus- 
sions on Soviet recognition, 301-302, 
303, World Court, 388; neutrality, 
404, 462; Spanish war, 490; neutral 
rights, 507; postwar polities, 732, 
1626-1627 

Moose, James S., Jr., 1514, 1516 
Moral embargo. See Embargo 
Morality in foreign affairs, 40, 46, 49, 
128, i73» 187-188, 536-537» I733 
Moreland, William D;, Jr., 663 
Morgenthau, Henry, complaints against 
State Department official, 207, habit 
of interfering in foreign policy, 207- 
208, 902, 1073, 1379, 1676; member, 
National Munitions Control Board, 
416; CH appraisal, 472; attendance 
at Second Quebec Conference, 1602, 
i6zo, 16x4; plan for postwar Ger- 
many (see Germany, postwar) ; views 
or (^cussions on exdse claims against 
Canada, 206-207; Soviet recognition 
by U.S , 300; lend-lease, 872-873, 923, 
refugee problem, 1539; freezing of 
Argentine credits, 1379-1380, 1388 
Morocco, 620, 853, 880 
Morris, Leland B , 1507, 1509 
Morrison, Ralph W., 249 
Moscicki, Joseph, peace appeal of FDR, 
662-663, 664, 665, 675; telegram to 
FDR on German bombing of Polish 
dties, 678; internment in Rumania, 
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Moscickiy Joseph-— Continued 
686, offer of refuge in U.S., 686-687; 
refuge in Switzerland, 687 
Moscow Conference of Foreign Minis- 
ters (1943) » date and place, 1252- 
i253» 1253-1254, 1255-1256, U.S. dele- 
gation, 1253, 1254-1255* 1274* agenda, 
1256-1257, 1264, 1265, 1279, US 
preliminary discussions, 1265-1266; 
CH’s trip across, 1274-1277, Soviet 
press censorship, 1278-1279, 
declarations: on German atrocities, 
1278, 1289-1291; on Italy, 1283-1284; 
on Austna, 1297: on Iran, proposed, 
1505, 1506; Four-Nation Declaration 
(see Four-Nation Declaration) ; 

inter-Allied bodies* creation of Eu- 
ropean Advisory Commission, 1283, 

1287, 1301, 1642; of Advisory Council 
for Italy, *1283-1284, 1551; of Control 
Commission for Germany, 1285; 

other actions and discussions* sec- 
ond front, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1306, 
postwar cooperation, 1279, 1280-1281, 

1288, 1294-1295, 1308, question of 
Turkey’s entering war or leasing air 
bases, 1279-1280, 1297, 1301, 1312, 
1368-1369, 1373-1376; Swedish bases, 
1279-1280, 1301; Soviet request for 

Italian war vessels, 1284, 1301-1302, 
postwar treatment of Germany, 1284- 
1287, 1304; US,-Soviet relations, 

1288-1289, 1310; projected meeting of 
FDR, Churchfll," and Stalin, 129a- 
12193, 1294-1296, 1303, 1306, 1308- 

1309, 1311, 1313; peace feelers, 1297, 
federation of small nations, 1298- 
1299; spheres of influence, 1298; civil 
affairs in France, 1301; military pro- 
posals, 1302; repairs to war damage 
in USSR., 1303; aid to other coun- 
tries, 1303 ; economic recommendations, 

1303- 1304; dependent peoples, 1238, 

1304- 1305; Soviet-Poli^ relations, 

1305- 1306, 1315-1317; social events, 
1306, 1308, 1311; Stalin’s statement 
re declaration of war on Japan, 1309- 

1310, 1311; 

return of U.S. delegation, 1311- 

1312, 1313; summary of achievements, 

1313, I3i4; Churchill’s statement, 
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1314; CH’s address to joint session of 
Congress, 1314-1315, 1647-1648 
Moslems, question of US special mis- 
sion, 715-716; see also Arab-Jewish 
question 

Most-favored-nation principle. See un~ 
der Trade, international 
Mountbatten, Lord Louis, 1475 
Mountcastle, R. E. L., 74 
Munich agreement, 586, 589-593* 595- 
597, 614-615, 623 

Munitions See Armaments; Arms; Em- 
bargo; Neutrality policy 
Munthe de Morgenstierne, Wilhelm, 

751-752 

Murphy, Robert D., economic mission 
to French North Africa, 854, 949- 
950, 951, 961, 1039, 1043, 1044, Ad- 
viser for Civil Affairs on Gen. Eisen- 
hower’s staff in North Africa, 1185, 
X197, X199, 1201; personal representa- 
tive of President on Gen Eisenhower’s 
staff, 1202, 1208, X209, 1219, 1222, 
1243, 1275, US. member, Advisory 
Council for Italy, 1317, 1558, Politi- 
cal Adviser for Germany to Gen 
Eisenhower, 1622 
Murray, Philip, 1636 
Murray, WaUace, 181, 419, 423, 443, 
1428, 1483, 1494, 1501, 1504, 1515. 
1536 

Muselier, Admiral, 1128-1129 
Musser, Elise F , 494, 603 
Mussolini, Benito (for nonpersonal 
items, see Italy or subject), 227, 419, 
546, 664, resignation, 1232, 1548, 
1560; possible refuge in neutral coun- 
tries, 1361-1362 
Myers, Frank, 1274 

Nahas Pasha, 1536, 1546 
Naples, Prince of, 1552 
Nashville, Tenn , 19-21 
National City Bank, 346 
National defense, U.S, destroyer-bases 
agreement with Britain, 193, 212, 
831-843; Ogdensburg Agreement with 
Canada, 212, 834; naval increase to 
treaty strength, 287, 288, 456, 457* 
promoted by CH, 456, 458, 667, 910, 
929; construction of two-ocean navy, 



1782 


index 


National defense, US — Continued 
568-569, 573-574* 845-S46, proclama- 
tion of national emergency, 679, ap- 
propriations, 767, 774, 845-846, Na- 
tional Guard, 774, 845, embargo on 
essential materials, 802, 807-809, 901, 
907, 912-914, 915; National Defense 
Act, 832, 833; Permanent Joint Board 
of Defense (US -Canada), 834, 1479, 
Selective Service Act, 845, 943, 1104, 
plans for unified defense in the Pa- 
cific, 906-907, 909, 912, 1007, 1017, 
1 1 13, proclamation of unlimited na- 
tional emergency, 942; see also Atlan- 
tic, Battle of; Army, U S , Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, Navy, US; Navy Depart- 
ment; Rearmament; War Department 
National Foreign Trade Council, 391 
National Guard, US, 774, 845 
National Munitions Control Board, 405, 
411, 416, 597, 697 

National Normal University, Lebanon, 
Ohio, 22-23 

National Press Club, 350, 576-577, 864, 
865”866 / 

National Recovery Administration, 248, 
321* 353 

Naval Academy, US, 1139 
Naval and air bases See Bases 
Naval armaments See Armaments 
Naval Conference, London (1930)1 223; 
naval discussions, London (1934), 288, 
384 

Naval Conference, London (1935-36), 
444-445; TJ-S. delegation, 446; US 
policies, 447-448, Japanese and Brit- 
ish proposals, 448-450; Japan’s with- 
drawal, 450; treaty proviaons, 453- 
455 

Naval Disarmament Conference, Gapieva 
(1927), 223 

Naval misdons to American republics, 
U.S., 1139 

Naval parity, Japanese demands for, 
223,^ 286-290, 384, 444-450, 455 
Naval treaty, London (1930), 289, 447 
Naval treaty, London (1938), 453-455, 
568-569 

Naval treaty, Washington (1922), 288- 
290, 444, 44f, 44S 
Navicert system, 680-681, 735-738 


Navy, British, safety of, 193, 766, 771- 
772, 774, 796-797, 837-839, 840-841 

Navy, French, movements, 620, British 
and US. efforts to insure safety, 771, 
772, 787, 790-793, 795, 796-797, 804, 
846, 847-848, 849, 850, 871, 884, 952, 
956, 1158, 1161, 1193, 1203, 1224, de- 
struction at Oran, 798-799, 8oq, at 
Casablanca, 1275 

Navy, German, scuttling of Graf von 
Spee, 690, 691-692; postwar destruc- 
tion, 1603-1604 

Navy, US, increase to treaty strength, 
287, 288, 456, 457, transfer of fleet 
from Pacific and back, 288, 630, dis- 
patch of units to Cuba, 314, 315, 
bombing of Kane, Augusta and Panay, 
480, 540, 559-563 ; construction of 
two-ocean navy, 568-569, 573“S74, 
845-846 ; intended employment of, 
573-574; survey of Spratly Islands, 
628, dispatch of units to Greenland, 
756, 757, to Martinique, 819, pro- 
posals for transfer of fleet to Atlan- 
tic, 768, 769, 772, 773-774, 781, visit 
of units to Buenos Aires and Monte- 
video, 821, bases from Britain, 193, 
212, 831-843; proposals for transfer 
of fleet to Singapore, 897, 911, 914, 
patrol activities in Atlantic, 945, de- 
ciphering of Japanese code, 998, con- 
voys, 1047, 1049, 1050, 1275, 1378, 
attack on Greer, 1048, see also Atlan- 
tic, Battle of. Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
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flict, 556-558, efforts of FDR and 
CH to eliminate arms embargo clause 
(1939)* 612-614, 641-646, reaction 
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Harbor conversations with CH and 
FDR to avert war, see Japan; con- 
versations with U.S. to avert war 
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492, 504-505, 513-514; International 
Nonintervention Committee, 481, 482, 
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to U.S., 376; protests discriminations 
against foreign shipping in XJS, neu- 
trality bill, 695; alarm over Soviet 
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752; application of US Neutrality 
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Fanay, U.S.S , bombing, 5S9-563 
Panic of 1929-32, 126, 148, 155, 161, 
172, 257 

Paraguay, suggestion for mediation be- 
tween US. and Argentina, 1400, see 
also Chaco War 


Paramaribo, U.S. protection of bauxite 
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931, 933 

Payne, Sereno, 34-733 

Payne^rich Tariff Act (1909), 39- 
61, 62, 63, 66, 83-84 
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Americas, 498 (see ako Good Neigh- 
bor policy, Buenos Aires, Havana, 
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374 

Pd&yl, John, 589-590 
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lombia, 1 70-1 71, 309, 310-311; efforts 
to end Chaco War, 336, 337, 347, CH 
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601-611 ; U S. bases in, 1422, 1425 
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war, 1584 
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armistice with Germany, 776, 791; 
forms new French Cabinet, 791; de- 
nounces British attack on fleet at 
Oran, 799, respected in France, 805; 
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850, 871, 948, 949» 9SS> 956, 1039, 
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preliminary Anglo-American discus- 
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Pittman-Bloom Act (June x5, 1940), 874 
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U,S., 945 ; death of Sikorsky and ap- 
pointment of Mikolajczyk as Premier, 
1270; tJ.S. credit, 1270, visit of Miko- 
lajczyk to US., 1441-1442, 1444-1445; 
resignation of Mikolajczyk, 144S; 

German attack (1939): French and 
British guaranty of assistance, 623; 
imminence of attack, 647, 651, 652, 
653, 6SSi 661-662, 663, 664; peace ap- 
peal of FDR, 662-663, 664, 665, 675; 
entry of German troops, 665, 671, 
bombing of civilian populations, 672, 
674, 677-678; resistance of Polish un- 
derground, 1270, 1316, 13I7» 144s- 

1447; 

Soviet attack (1939), 685; evacua- 
tion of U.S. Foreign Service staff, 685 ; 
successor to President Moscicki, 685- 
686; nonrecognition of new govern- 
ment by US, 686; US offer of ref- 
uge to Moscidd, 686-687 ; Soviet terri- 
torial demands, 1166, 1173; Joint Dec- 
laration of Fnendship and Mutual Aid 
with U.S.S.R., 1267; investigation of 
deaths of 10,000 Polish officers, 
1267; U.SSJI. breaks relations with, 
1267-1268; U.S.-British efforts to ef- 
fect reconciliation (1943), 1267-1271, 
1305-1306, 1315-1317; outline of Pol- 
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1445-1447; visit of two Polish-Ameri- 
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Pollack case (1895), 48, 66 
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rial Day address on, 1228, 1230; for 
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Presidency, CH as potential candidate 
for, (1924) 122, 130; (1928) 1 29-130, 
(1932) 149; <I 94 «) 749 - 750 , 855-859 
President. See Executive 
President Hoover, liner bombed, 540 
Press, 53, 62, 6s, 96-^7; CIT daily press 
conferences, 218-219; attacks on State 
Department, 220-221; responsibilities 
to public, 220^ attacks on CH as anti- 
Russian, 1253, 1255; censorship in 
U.S.SR., 1278-1279 
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Prisoners of war, German, 1285; treat- 
ment by Japan, 1589 
Procope, Hjalmar, 702, 978-980, 1450 
Production Management for Defense, Of- 
fice of, 910 
Progressive Party, 67 
Prohibition, campaign issue (1932), i40» 
141, 142, 144, i4S» iSi» 152 
Protective Bondholders Committee, 335- 
336 

Public information, 219-220, 1178-1179, 
1261 

Public opinion, U S , effects of Nye Com- 
mittee investigations and approach of 
Italo-Ethiopian War, 399-400, 404, 410; 
trend away from peace efforts through 
collective action, 473-474 » reactions to 
FDR’s “quarantine” speech m Chicago, 
545; education through Brussels Con- 
ference, 552; state in 1937, 563, 564; on 
U.S. oil pxogram with Spain, 1327, 
1330; on Soviet attitude toward politi- 
cal integrity of nei^boring states, 
1437, Soviet establishment of diplo- 
matic relations with Italy, 1449; impor- 
tance in U.S., 1732; to world, 1738 
Puig Casauranc, Jos£ Manuel, 335-336 

“Quarantine” speech of FDR at Chicago, 

544-546 
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First (1943)* Stalm’s refusal to at- 
tend, 1252 , discussions on European in- 
vasion plans, 1231-1232 ; Italian surren- 
der terms, 1232; Free French problem, 
1232-1233, 1241; German dismember- 
ment, 1233-1234; trusteeship system for 
depen4ent peoples, 1234-1238; draft of 
Four-Nation Declaration, 1238-1239; 
administration of liberated countries, 
1239-1240; U.S. naval bases in Eire, 
1357; policy on Turkey, 2368; Pales- 
tme, 1534; 

Second (1944)- preparations for, 
1681, 1682; Morgenthau’s attendance, 
1602, 1610, 1614; approval of Morgen- 
thau plan for postwar Germany, 1610- 
1612, 1615; agreement on U.S,-British 
occupation zones in Germany, x6ii- 
16x3, Morgenthau proposal for loan to 
Britain, 208, 1613-1614, 1615, r6i6. 
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1617-1618, discussion of voting proce- 
dure in U N. Council, 1701-1702 
Queens University <Canada), address by 
FDR, 587-588 
Quo Tai-chi, 1077 

Rabaul, trusteeship, 1596 
Raczkiewicz, WLtdyslaw, 685-686 
Raeder, Erich, explanation of sinking of 
Athenia, 677 

Rainey, Henry T., 109, 132, 151, 357 
Ralston, Samuel M , 222 
Ramirez, Pedro, 1384-1394 
Ramspeck, Robert, 1669, 2696, 2698 
Raskob, John J , 240-245, 352 
Raushenbush, Stephen, 399, 405 
Rayburn, Sam, 209, 254, 217, 643, 1657, 
2669, 2676, 2696, 2698, 1727 
Rayner, Charles, 2527, 1523 
Rearmament, U S., difficulties facing pro- 
gram, 287-288, 573; naval increase to 
treaty strength, 287, 288, 456, 457; re- 
armament urged by FDR ^d CH, 456, 
457, 458, 459, 576, 667, 766-767, 866, 
885; construction of two-ocean navy, 
568-569, 573-574, S45-846; appropria- 
tions, 767, 774, 845-846; embargo on 
essential materials, 802, 807-809, 901, 
907, 9x2-924, 925; see also Embargo; 
National defense 
Reber, Samuel, xi6o, 2223, 2557 
Reciprocity Information, Interdepartmen- 
tal Committee for, 366 
Recognition, of new governments set up 
in wartime, inter-American declaration, 
1388-2389; Estrada Doctrine, 1402, 
2402 ; Guani Doctrine, 2402 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 828, 
977 

Red Cross, American, 504, 622, 876-1882, 
884, 949, 955 

Red Cross, International, 504, 505, 1267 
Reed, James A , 68, 202, 226 
Reforms, domestic, need for (2907), 45- 
46; CH attitude toward FDR policy, 
296-299 

Refugees, 578, 7i3”7iS» i5^8, 1529, iS3i, 
1534, i537’-i540 

Reinhardt, G. Frederick, 2552, 2558 
Relief, to Spain, 504-505, 875-8S2 ; to oc- 
cupied countries, 803-804, 1052; to un- 
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occupied France, 879, 881, 882, 884, 885, 
949» 952-955) 957, 963, to Greece, 886, 
to Belgium, 1051-1052, contributions 
for, 509, 679, 697, 785, postwar, 1296, 

1637 

Relief and Rehabilitation Conference 
(1943), 1654-1655 

Religious freedom, a prerequisite to U S 
recognition of US.SR, 292, 294, 297, 
299, 300, 301, 1288-1289 ; in United Na- 
tions Declaration, 1120 
Reparations, German, 1266, 1286, 1304, 
1609; Hungarian, 1461 
Reparations Commission (1927), 129 
Repatriation of U S. citizens. See Citizens, 
US 

Representation of interests of other gov- 
ernments by U S , 674, 1113 ; of U S in- 
terests by Switzerland, 1113, 1349 
Republican Party, 45, 48, 55, 56-57, 59, 
67, 99, 104, 105-106, 114, 352, 864, Pal- 
estine plank, 1537; support of interna- 
tional organization {see Nonpartisan 
foreign policy) 

Reuther, Walter, 1636 
Revenue Act (1917), 91-92; (1918), 98 
Re3maud, Paul, appeals for Bntish aid to 
France, 765, 774; for U S, declaration of 
war, 767-770, 787-788, for U.S. fleet in 
Europe, 773-774 i determination to pre- 
serve French fleet, 772; consternation 
ovei^ war with Italy, 780; overtures to 
Italy to avoid war, 782, 784 ; opposition 
to armistice with Germany, 791 ; resig- 
nation from French Cabinet, 791 ; mes- 
sage to FDR, 793; request to U.S. for 
destroyers, 831, 832 

Rhineland, occupation by Germany, 452 
Ribbentrop, Joachim von, 646, 653, 817- 
S18 

Rickett, Francis, 423 

Riddleberger, James W., 1604, 1607, 2608 
Ridley, Qarence S., 1503 
RHey, Isaac, 5 
Riley, James, 5 
Riley, Lucy Flowers, 5 
Rio de Janeiro, CH “^t to, 323 
Rio de Jandro Conference of Foreign 
Ministers (1942), invitations, 1243; 
Sumner Welles as delegate, 1143; ef- 
forts to secure joint de<^ration to 
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break diplomatic relations with Axis, 
1143-1149, Argentine opposition, 1146- 
1148, Welles* capitulation, 1148-1150, 
achievements, 1150 

Rios, Fernando de los, 484, 501, 513, 617 
Rios Morales, Juan Antonio, 1383 
Rist, Charles, 735 

Robert, Georges, 818-820, 1128, 1130, 
1131, 1160, 1223, 1224 
Robin Moor, sinking by Germany, 944 - 
945 

Robmson, Joseph T, 141, 217, 357, 388 

Rogers, Will, 389 

Rohm, Ernst, execution, 242 

Rome, Italy, bombing, 1560-1563 

Romer, Tadeusz, 1316 

Rommel, Erwin, 958 

Roosevelt, Eleanor (Mrs. Franklin D ), 
199 

Roosevelt, Franklin D. {for nonpersonal 
items, see subject), early associations 
with CH, 94, 1 31-132; appraisal and 
commendations of CH, 12 2-1 23, 185, 
194-200, 205-206, 208, 249, 267, 285, 
340, 440, break with Alfred E Smith, 
141, 143-145; use of “forgotten man” 
phrase, 147-148; offer of Secretary of 
Stateship to CH, 156; visit to Tennes- 
see Valley Authority area, 156 ; attempt 
on life, 158 ; working relations with CH, 
158-159, 191-210; inauguratioh as 

President (1933), 167-168; domestic 
policy, 167, 196-199; Cabinet, 167, 203- 
210, 902, 1057-1058; attitude toward 
Herbert Hoover, 183, 202; CH ap- 
praisal of FDR, 191, 194-196, 1716, 
1721; attitude toward State Depart- 
ment, 202-203 ; anecdote re .habit of 
talkmg, 205; preference for communi- 
cating directly with heads of states, 
297-298; technical knowledge of naval 
affairs, 451 , reelection (1936), 485-488; 
Christmas greetings to CH at Buenos 
Aires, 502-503; conviction that U.S. 
must stay out of war, 665-667, 672, 
675) 676-677) 867, 885 , urges CH to be- 
come Presidential candidate, 855, S56, 
858; to become Vice Presidential can- 
didate, 860-861, 1714; decision to ac- 
cept third term, 858-^60; nomination, 
S61 ; advantages of continuity of lead'* 
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ership, 861-862, 866, 868, reelection 
(1940), 854, 861, 868; preference for ti- 
tle of “Cominander-in-Chief,” in i , re- 
election (1944), 1714; attitude on res- 
ignation of CH as Secretary of State, 
1715-1718; visits CH in hospital, 1719; 
messages to CH from Yalta, 1720, pro- 
poses CH for Nobel Peace Prize, 1725; 
death, 1721; see also Executive 
Roosevelt, Sara Delano, 199 
Roosevelt, Theodore, 45, 49, 52, 53, 56-57, 
67, 70, 86, 197 

Rootj'Elihu, 50, 102, 271, 1731 
Roper, Daniel C, 65, 92, 151, i 53 -i 54 i 
162, 182, 416, 431 
Rosenman, Samuel, 683 
Rosso, Augusto, 419, 420, 436-440 
Roux, Charles, 806 
Rowe, Leo S., 351 
Royce, Ralph, 1513, 1514 
Rubber, reserve stocks, 624-626, Liberia 
as a source, 1186 
Rublee, George, 1626-1627 
Ruhr, postwar, 1605, t6o6, 1610, i6n, 
1617, 1618, 1620 

Ruiz Moreno, Isidoro, 604-607 passim 
Rumania, interest in peace move In Eu- 
rope, 710; Soviet occupation of Bessa- 
rabia and Bukovma, 300, 807, 810, 
Z451; support of aggression agamst 
Yugoslavia, 933; war with USSR, 
977,- 978, declaration of war against 
US , 1114; Soviet territorial aims, xi66, 
1167, 1173; US. declaration of war, 
1175-1176, Soviet advance into, 1451; 
Soviet wartime sphere of influence in, 
1451-1459 , U S protests over nature of 
Soviet armistice terms with, 1461 , non- 
apphcation of unconditional surrender 
policy to, 1570, I 57 S-IS 77 ) iS79-iS8o 
Runciman, Walter, 524-526, 586 
Russia. See U S S.R. 

Russo-Finnish War. See Finland: war 
with USSR. 

Russo-Japanese war, 270 
Rye, Tom, 77, 78 
Ryti, Risto, 741-743 

Saar, postwar, 1610, 1611, 16x7, 16x8, 
X620 


Saavedra Lamas, Carlos, 3x7, 333 - 333 * 
602, Antiwar Pact, 309, 322, 328, 332, 
344, 469; CH collaboration with at 
Montevideo Conference, 327-329, 331, 
332, 334-336, policies at Buenos Aires 
Conference, 497, 499, 501 ; ifeapient of 
Nobel Peace Prize, 329, 1724; proposed 
. CH for Nobel Prize, 1725 
Sabotage of Axis shipping in US and 
Latm American ports, 927, 92S 
Saed, Mohammed, 1506, X509-1510 
St Luda, U S -British agreement for lease 
of bases, 831-843 

Samt-Pierre and Miquelon, U.S. consu- 
late, 820, occupation by Free French, 
X128-XX37 

Saint-Quentin, Count Rene de, 586, 589, 
590, 796, 819-820, 846-847 
Saito, Hirosi, 277, 281-285, 534, 560-561, 
629, 1075 

Salazar, Antonio de Oliveira, 770, 941, 
1335 * 1336-1343 
Sales tax, 80, xxo 

San Francisco United Nations Conference 
(1945), based on Dumbarton Oaks pro- 
pose, 1712-1713; CH views on admis- 
sion of Argentina, 1405-1406, 1408, 
1722; CH as senior adviser and mem- 
ber of U.S. delegation, 1405, 1720, X721, 
1722-1723, see also Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference, United Nations 
Sanctions, US. policy at Geneva Disar- 
mament Conference, 223, 226, 227-228, 
234; agamst aggressors, 408-409, 
against Italy, 426, 43 X- 433 * 434 * 43 S* 
436, 471; against Japan, 550-551* S7o- 
S7I 

Sandifer, Durward, 1675 
Sandler, Rickard, 703 
Santa Maria Island, Azores, U.S. air base, 
1342-1343 

Santos, CH visit to, 323 
Sao Paulo, CH visit to, 323 
Saracoglu Shukru, Bey, 1372, 1374 
Saudi Arabia, concern over Arab-Jewidi 
question, iS 32 -i 533 » i 53 S»' Arab Con- 
gress, 1546-1547; 

relations with U,S * U S, minister 
to, 1511; US credit and lend-lease 
aid to, 1511-1512, 1513; U,S. eco- 
nomic and military missions to, 1512, 
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1513; visit of princes to US., 1512- 

1S13; 

oil interests of US., 1499, 1511, 
1516, 1518, 1519, 1520-1522, 1523, 
1524; British interests, 1513-1514, ef- 
forts for joint U.S.-British program 
in, 1515-1516 
Saugstad, Jesse, 927 

Savage, Carlton, 2x9, 645, 671, 672, 
X121, 1.686, 1722 

Sayre, Francis B., 356, 357 » 366, 388 
Scavenius, Eric, 936-939 
Schacht, Hjalmar, 226, 237-238, 246, 
374 , 527, S 47 , 712 
Schleicher, Kurt von, 242 
Schwarzkopf, H Norman, 1503 
Scientific Congress, Eighth Pan Ameri- 
can, 763 

Scotland, CH trip to (1925), 125 
Seaport Cities Conference on Interna- 
tional Trade, CH address before, 391 
Second Front, iiio, 1173, 1x74, 1x79- 
xx8o, X249, 1264, X278, X279, 1280, 
1306 

Secrecy in conduct of foreign affairs, 

2X3-2X4 

Secret agreements between FDR and 
foreign nations, allegation, 1668 
Secretary of Statfr, CH as. Secretary of 
Stateship offered to CH, x 56-1 $8; 
first public statement as, 159; first 
speech as, X73-X73, X74-X7S; back- 
ground in foreign affairs, X62-X63; du- 
ties and responsibilities, 158-XS9, X92- 
X94; problems confronting (Mar. 
1933) > i 7 o-i 72 > djuly schedule, X83- 
189; working relations with President, 
X9X-2X0; relations with Congress (see 
(dso Nonpartisan foreign policy), 2xx- 
2x4; press conferences, 2X8-2X9; elec- 
tion as chairman of Governing Board 
of Pan American Union, 3x1-312 ; 
preparation of addressee 392-393 ; 
campaign reports (1940) re selection 
of CH for, 863-864, membership on 
War Council, rxo9-xxxo; exclusion 
from military discussions, 1X09-XIXI, 
1367 ; address to joint session of Con- 
gress, 13x4, resignation as, X137-X138, 
1323* X715-1719; for pohcy matters, 
see subject 


Selective Service Act, 845, 943, X104 
Selective Service system. World War I, 
89 

Self-defense policy, U.S., SX4-5X5, 865- 
866, 919, X002, 10x2; see also National 
defense, Neutrality policy 
Senate, US See Congress 
Serpa Pinto, Portuguese ship, X339 
Serrano Suffer, Ramon, 876-877, 878, 
879, 880, X187, xx88, X190 
Sforza, Carlo, efforts to establish Italian 
Government, X5SX-X552, x5S3, X563, 
xs68 

Shackleford, Dorsey, 62 
Shanghai, international efforts to elimi- 
nate hostihties in, 539-540; U.S with- 
drawal of marines, 568; British with- 
drawal of troops, 90X 
Shayesteh, Mohammed, X50X 
Sherman, Lawrence Y., X02-X03 
Sherman Anti-Trust Act (X890), 45 
Sherwood, Robert, X22X 
Shipley, Ruth B, x8x 
Shipping, foreign, admission of armed 
ships to US ports, 676, 695, 697, 
sinking, 677, 92 x, 935, U.S. discrimi- 
nation against', 695-696 ; taken into 
protective custody in US and Latin 
American ports, 759-7^0, 927, 928, 
959, 960; British shipping needs, 921; 
U.S. requisitioning of seized vessels, 
927, 942-943; arming of foreign ships 
in U S ports, X048 ; Soviet request for 
seized Italian ships, X284, X30X-X302; 
exclusion of German ships from Swed- 
ish Baltic ports, X348 
Shippmg, U S , CH advocates expansion, 
85-86, X06, 699; arming and protec- 
tion, 87, 5 o 7 - 5 o 8 > 697, 943, X046- 
X05X ; damage or sinking, 87, 480, 540, 
944, X0467X050; detention and release, 
676, 679-680, 682, 704-7051 709» 733- 
736; interdepartmental committee on 
merchant marine, 68X-682 ; transfer to 
foreign registry, 697-700; convoys, 
X047, X049, 1050, 1275, X378; see also 
Atlantic, Battle of; Neutrality policy 
Shipstead, Henrik, 2x7 
Shiras, George, Jr., 49 
Shotwell, James T., 1636 
Shouse, Jouett, 143-X44 
Siam See Thailand 



INDEX 


1793 


Siberia, 117, 271, 299 
Sicily, military government, 1239 
Sidi Moncef Pacha, 1 191-1 192 
Sidwell, M. C , 27 

Sikorski, Wladyslaw, 1184, 1268, 1270 
Silver, Abba H., 1536 
Silver purchase policy of U.S , effect on 
China, 446 

Simmons, Furnifold M., 95, 129 
Simmons, John Farr, 181 
Simon^ Sir John, 280, 293, 379, 384, $39 
Simovic, T. Du^an, 933 
Sims, Thetus W., 64, 79 
Sinclair oil interests, negotiations with 
Iran for concessions, 1509 
Singapore, availability to US fleet, 897, 
911, 914; imminence of Japanese at- 
tack, 914, 1017 
Sinking-fund, 99-100, 125 
Sino- Japanese war. See China 
Skinner, Robert P, 182 
Skvirsky, Boris, 293, 296 
Smathers, William H, 565 
Smiljanic, Mr, 932 

Smith, Alfred E , 122, 129-131, i 40 -i 45 » 
152, 154 

Smith, Walter Bedell, 1578 
Smith, James, 67 
Smith, W. T., 38 

Smith-Raskob group in Democratic 
Party, i 40 -i 45 » 352 

Smoot-Hawley Act (1930), 132, 152, 
355 * 357 » 358, 359 , 3^3 
Smuts, Jan Christian, ^94 
Smyth, Robert L., 811 
Soheily, Ali, 1506 

Solidarity of the American Republics, 
608, 1398 
Somaliland, 1204 

Soong, T. V, 246, 1077, 1112, 1123, 
1124, 1175, 1584-1585, 1586 
South Africa, Union of, concern over 
U,S. neutrality bill, 694, 694-695 
South Padfle, plans for unified defense 
. in, 906-907, 909, 912, 1007, 1017, II 13 
South Pacific Commission, 1237 
Southeast Asia. See also French Indo- 
china; Kra Isthmus; Malaya; Thai- 
land 

Southwest Padfic, US. poKdes, iS 99 - 
1601; see also Netherlands East In- 
dies, Philippmes 


Soviet Union. See U.S.SR 
Spain, partiapation in League of Na- 
tions commission on Leticia dispute, 

311; 

dvil war (1936-39) U.S. noninter- 
vention, 476, 477, 478, 481-483, S13- 
514, European agreement on nonin- 
tervention, 476, 481, 482, 489, media- 
' tion proposals, 480, 489-490; interven- 
tion by other countnes, 482, 511, 512, 
513; evacuation of US. citizens, 475, 
480; US moral embargo, 478, 480- 
481, 483, 490-491; U.S. arms embargo, 
491, 505-506, S09, 513-514, 516-517, 
615, question of US. commerdal 
dealings with Insurgents, 504 ; US. re- 
lief operations, 504, 509, Loyalists fa- 
vored by Ambassador Bowers, 485, 
U S volunteers in Loyalist army, 505 , 
Loyalist dispute with Germany over 
bombing of Deutschland, 506; col- 
lapse of Loyalist Government, 616; 
recognition of Franco Government by 
Germany and Italy, 513; by US, 
Britain, and France, 6 16-6 18; 

neutiality in World War II Fran- 
co’s appeal for localizing European con- 
flict, 701, US., British, and Latin 
American efforts to insure neutrality, 
770, 874-^881, 941, 1186-1191, 1191- 
1192; Franco’s assurance of continued 
neutrality, 1195, US petroleum ex- 
ports to, 874, 1188-1190, 1326-1333; 
US. aviation gasoline to, 874, 1326; 
US food relief, 875-882, request for 
US. credit, 875, 876, 880, 881, 882; 
Serrano Suffer becomes Foreign Min- 
ister, 876*; political refugees, 878; 
British credit arrangements, 878-879, 
880, 881; occupation of Tangier, 620, 
880, US. citizens in, 880; embargo on 
wolfram exports to Germany, 1328- 
1334; XJS. requests for airlines privi- 
leges, 1326, 1328, 1334; 11.8. requests 
for recall of Blue Division and release 
of Italian warships in Spanidi ports, 
1328, 1334; US. policy toward Fa- 
lange, 1334; removal of (krman 
agents in, 132S, 1332, assurances re 
asylum for war criminals, 1363; aid 
to Jewish refugees, 1539 
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Spaulding, E. Wilder, 219 
Spears, General, 1541, 1542 
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ment, 1630, 1631, 1632, 1638 
Speeches and pubhc statements of CH, 
preparation, 392-393, see also subject 
Spellman, Francis J., 714 
Spheres of influence, 1298, 1452 
Spratly Islands, Japanese claim to, 628- 
629 

Stabilization of currency, 91, 246, 248, 
250, 260-266, 378-379, S2Z 
Stahlman, James, 78 
Staley, Newton, ii 

Stalin, Josef (/or nonpersonal items, see 
U S.S R , or subject) f refusals to> meet 
with FDR, 1249-1250, 1252; insist- 
ence on Tehran as meetmg place of 
heads of states, 1292-1293, 1294-1296, 
I303» 1306, 1308-1309, 1311, 1313 » 
meeting at Tehran, 1317-1318, 1506, 
1572, statements re declarations of 
war on Japan, 1309-1310, 1311, 1313, 
Yalta Conference, 1310, 1458, 1467, 
1587, 1680, 1705, 1720; CH audience 
with, 1292-1296; CH appraisal, 1293, 
1311, 1315; banquet during Moscow 
Conference, 1308-13x1; personal mes« 
sages to CH, 17x9, 1720 
Standard Oil CJo , 359, 1511, 1520-1521 
Standard-Vacuum Oil Co , 423-425, 

1508-1509 

Standley, William H., 288, 446, 476. 

iiSo, 1270-1271 
Standpatters, 45, 53, 58,- 65, 67 
Stark, Harold R., 824, 8^, 839, 840, 
940, 1049, 1163; on Far Eastern situ- 
ation, 1057, 1071, 1087, 1097 
State Department, policy attacked by 
Cabinet members, 205; rdations with 
Congress (see also Nonpartisan for- 
eign policy), 211-218; question of se- 
crecy in conduct of foreign relations, 
213-214; increase in volume of infor- 
mation made public, 219-220; at- 
tacked by press, 220-221; unauthor- 
ized publication of documents by Nye' 
Committee, 400-401, 403-404; at- 
tacked as result of Saint-Pierre-Miq- 
uelon incident, 1130, 


State Department — Continued 

personnel Secretary of State {see 
Secretary of State) , Undersecretary, 
160, 184, 187, 509-510, 1230, Assistant 
Secretary, 161; nonpartisan basis for 
selection, 179-180, praised by CH, 
180-181, 596, interest of FDR in high 
appointments, 200-201, attacks on by 
Cabinet members, 207; repatriation of 
diplomatic representatives in Axis 
countries, 11x3; increase in field staff, 
1156; 

organization and functions, reor- 
ganizations in times of stress, 161, 
economy, 183; admiiiistratibn by Un- 
dersecretary, 187, 1230; close working 
relations with field service, 188-189; 
infringement on duties by other agen- 
cies, 204, 207-208, 209, 902, 1154- 
1157, 1631; annual report to Congress 
not required, 213, Ofhee of Arms and 
Munitions Control, 416, 902; Oflice of 
Cultural Relations, 6x0; night watch, 
663; relief and repatriation of US. 
citizens, 663-664, 673-::674» 1113-1114; 
representation of interests of other 
governments, 674, 1113, committee 
for postwar planning, 732; destruction 
of codes by diplomatic missions in 
Far East in event of emergency (Dec. 
5, 1941), 1093, wartime functions, 
XZ09; exclusion from mihtary discus- 
sions, 1109-1111, 1367; jurisdiction 
over civil affairs in North Africa, 
1200-1201; Petroleum Adviser, 1517; 
Committee on International Petro- 
leum Policy, 1517; Advisory Commit- 
tee on Problems of Foreign Relations, 
1626-1630; Diviaon of Special Re- 
search, 1630, 1631, 1632, 1638; Divi- 
sions of Political and Economic Stud- 
ies, 1638; drafting group for U.N 
Charter, 1647; Department reorgani- 
zation (1944), 1649-1656, Committee 
on Postwar Programs, 1650; commit- 
tee on nonpartisan policy toward U.N 
organization, 17x1 

building and offices offices of the 
Secretary, 168-169, architecture, 169; 
visit of BDR to building, 202 ; bust of 
CH presented to Department, 1719; 
see also Foreign Service 
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States’ rights, i8, 52, 140, 151, 197 
StefanssoD, Stefan Johan, 946 
Steinhardt, Laurence, US delegate to 
Lima Conference, 603, CH appraisal, 
603-604; actions as US Ambassador 
to Moscow, 656, 68$, 704 - 70 S> 7o8- 
709, 741, 810, 973, 993, as Ambassa- 
dor to Turkey, 1365, 1369, 1370-1372 
Stepp, Mr, attack on William Hull and 
death, 3-4 

Sterhng, Frederick A, 703 
Stettmius, Edward R, Jr, as Lend- 
Lease Administrator, 1042, 

Under Secretary of State appoint- 
ment, 184, 1230, 1256, views, propos- 
als, etc y on Moscow Conference, 1265, 
Spanish wolfram exports to Germany, 
1328, 1330, US air bases in Azores, 
1341; US impartiality on Irish ques- 
tion, 1360, Argentina, 1388, 1395, 
proposed , meeting of American foreign 
ministers, 1404, visit of Polish Ameri- 
cans to Moscow, 1442, negotiations 
for oil agreement with British, 1523; 
nationwide discussions on UN, 1711, 
head of special mission to London 
(1944), 1428-1430; reorganization of 
State Department, 1649-1650, at 
Dumbarton Oaks Conference, 1673, 
1677, 1679, 1682, 1683, 1686, 

1688, 1694, 1700, 1701, 1702, 1705, 
1710-1711; 

appointment as Secretary of State, 
1719, 1720, as chairman of U.S. dele- 
gation to San Franasco Conference, 
1405, 1721-1723 

'Stimson, Henry L, 179, 202, CH ap- 
praisal, 160, 208; views or actions on 
disarmament, 223, 226, Japanese ac- 
quisition of Manchuria, 270, 271; 
Latin America, 309, neutrality, 408, 
943, destroyers-bases agreement, 838; 
national defense measures, 910, con- 
voys, 1047, Far East, 1071, 1077, 
1091, 1092, 1093, 1095, 1097, South 
Seas defense, 1113; economic accord 
with North Africa, 1162, postwar 
treatment of Germany,- 1284, 1285, 
1602, 1608, 1609-1610, 1614, 161S, 
1620, 1621, trade with Spain and 
Portugal, 132s, 1326, oil program 
with Sweden^ I34^» i 347 ; Brazilian 


Stimson, Henry L — Continued 

mihtary strength, 1391, US oil re- 
serves, 1517, 1518, pro-Zionist Con- 
gressional resolution, 1535, United 
Nations, 1670 
Stinebower, Leroy, 1638 
Stockholm conference on rights of 
northern neutrals, 703-704 
Stockpiles See Strategic materials 
Storni, Segundo, 1384-1387 passim 
Story, Ephraim, 29 
Strang, William, 1595 
Strategic materials, US efforts to build 
up reserves, 457, 624-626, 1189, 1190, 
iSi7> 1518-1519 {see also Embargo, 
US), export by Netherlands East 
Indies to Japan, 895, agreements 
reached at Rio de Janeiro, 1150, em- 
bargo on exports to Axis, by Spain, 
1328-1334; by Portugal, 1333, 1335- 
1339; by Sweden, 1346-1348; by 
Switzerland, 1349-1351 , by Turkey, 
1371-1372 

Straten-Ponthoz, Count Robert van dcr, 
1052 

Straus, Jesse Isidor, 461 
Strong, George V,, 1636, 1675 
Submarine warfare See Maritime war- 
fare 

Subsidies, 52, 85, loi, German export 
subsidies, 238-239 
Sudetenland, 615 
Sulzer, William, 63 
Sumner, William G, 147 
Supreme Allied Command, 1244 
Supreme Court decisions, on income-tax 
law of 1894, 48, 59, 66; on arms em- 
bai^o, 468 

Supreme War Council, CH concept of, 
1115, 1116, presentation of memoran- 
dum on to Presicient and Cabinet, 
1117-1118, 1119; consideration by 

President, 11 20-1121, decision to cre- 
ate Combmed Chiefs of Staff, 1124 
Surinam, U.S, protection of bauxite 
mines at Paramaribo, 1051 
Surpluses, 133, 257, CH opposition to 
‘‘plow under” doctrine, 146-147; ex- 
port surpluses m Western Hemisphere, 
827, 828 

Suvicb, Fulvio, 470 
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Swanson, Claude, 72, 141, 208, 287, 405, 
416 

Sweden, trade agreement with U S , 375 , 
protest over pendmg US neutrality 
bill, 695, alarm over Soviet advance 
in Baltic, 702-703; refuses passage to 
Anglo-French forces, 740-741 ; offer 
of good offices to Britain and Ger- 
many, 845; Soviet desire for air bases 
in, 1279-1280, 1301, US. and British 
efforts to reduce shipments of strate- 
gic materials to Germany, 1346-1348; 
petroleum from U S , 1346, closing of 
Baltic ports to German shipping, 
1348; declaration against granting 
asylum to war criminals, 1363; me- 
dium of peace feelers, 1573 

Switzerland, trade with US, 355, 375, 
concern over effect of U S arms em- 
bargo, 648, representation of US in- 
terests, 1 1 13, 1349, Anglo-American 
efforts to eliminate trade with Axis, 
1349-1351; assurances re asylum for 
war criminals, 1363 

Syria, Vichy French concessions to Ger- 
many in, 958, 960, 962-963, 964, Brit- 
ish and Free French invasion, 964- 
965, 1498, 1540, independence, 1540- 
1541, U.S. position, 1499, ^ 500 ? i 54 i» 
IS43> iS44j 1546; French efforts to es- 
tablish “special position*’ in, 1541- 
1546; U.S, recognition, 1545; Arab 
Congress, 1546-1547 

Tachibana, Lt. Comdr, xoix-1012 

JTaft, WiD^m Howard, 55, 62, 65, 86, 
102 

Tanaka, General, 271 

Tangier, Spanish occupation, 620, 880; 
Spanish removal of German agents in, 
1328, 1332 

Tangku Truce between Chma and Ja- 
pan, 274^ 

Tanner, Vaino Alfred, 742 

Tariff, CH’s early interest in, 21-22; 
CH’s ideas on become international in 
scope (1916), 81, 83, 84, 101, reci- 
procity agreement with Canada (1911), 
65; Empire preferential, 85, loi, 355, 
S19* 526, 530, 975-9765 1151-1153, 
1476-1477, 1614; truce and reduction 


Tariff — Continued 

proposed by CH, 155; inabihty of 
US delegation to discuss at London 
Economic Conference, 248-249, 250- 
252, 257, truce at London Economic 
Conference, 354, 356; FDR attitude, 
132, 352 , 353 , 357 , 372 , 374, 747, 750; 
multilateral and bilateral methods of 
reduction, 356, tariff plank in Demo- 
cratic platform (1936), 486-, reduc- 
tion in lend-lease agreements, 1151- 
1153, 1211; 

high tariff, protective champoned 
by Theodore Roosevelt, 52; CH at- 
tacks in maiden address to Congress 
(1908), 52, 352, on wood pulp, 62, 

65, CH’s continued ffght against, 81- 
82, 84, 101, X06-107, 123, 124, 126, 
128, 146, 352, 353, 356-358; accepted 
in Democratic platform (1928), 130- 
13 1 ; condemned in Democratic plat- 
form (1932), 140-145, 152-153, 352, 
effect on Latin America, 308, efforts 
at Montevideo Conference to lower, 
320-322, 328, 329, 331-332, 347-348, 
George N Peek advocate of, 354, 370- 
372 , retaliation of foreign govern- 
ments against U S., 355 ; effect on war 
debts, 381; 

acts and bills; Wilson (1894), 48, 

66, Payne-Aldrich (1909), 59-61, 62, 
65, 66, 83-84, “pop-gun” tariff-reduc- 
tion bills, 64-65; Underwood (1913), 
70-72, 73-74, 75-76, 84, 91, 352, 358, 
Farmers’ (1921), xo6, 126; Fordney- 
McCumber (1922), 114, 126, 363, 364; 
Smoot-Hawley (1930), X30, 152, 355, 
357 , 358, 359 , 363; 

see also Most -favored-nation; 
Trade, international,- Trade agree- 
ments, and under individual country 
Taussig, Charles W., 1236, X475 
Tax Advisers, Board of Excess Profits, 
93 

Taxation, as means of defraying war ex- 
penditures, 89-93, 94-100 
Taxes, income tax (see Income tax); 
excise tax, 66, 80, 206-207, estate tax, 
77, 80-81, sales tax, So, ixo, excess- 
profits tax, 81, 92-93, iio 
Taylor, Andrew J, 18 



Taylor, Myron C„ 578, 7i4-7iS» 777- 
779» 1538, 1560-1562, 1633, 1635, 
16431 1670, 1675, 1711 

Teapot Dome investigation, 1 14-1 15 
Tehran Conference (1943) » Stalin’s in- 
sistence on Tehran as meeting place 
of heads of states, 1292-1293, 1294- 
1296, 1303, 1306, 1308-1309, 1311, 
1313, meeting, iiio, 1317-1318, Dec- 
laration on Iran, 1505, 1506-1507, dis- 
cussions on unconditional surrender, 

1572 

Tennessee, terrain and people of Ken- 
tucky border area in 1871, 6-9; ^^Vol- 
unteer State,” 17, 89, poll tax in 
1890’s, 31-32 ,‘-CH as judge of sth 
judicial arcuit (1898, 1903-7), 38-42; 
nomination and election of CH to 
State Legislature (1892), 27-29, 36; 
activities of CH as member of Legis- 
lature (1893-97), 29-33; CH declines 
nomination for 3d term in Legisla- 
ture, 3$ ; CH elected to Congress from 
4th district, 43-44 , his first efforts to * 
ward State improvement, 43-44, dele- 
gation in 62d Congress, 63-64; pohii-* 
cal regime of Luke Lea, 77-79, i34, 
135, 138, State Library at Nashville 
custodian of CH’s Cabinet and State 
Department desk and chairs, 204; 
State Legislature honors CH, 1719 
Tennessee Valley Authority, 156 
Terra, Gabriel, 325, 336, 337-339, 347 
Texas Co. oil concession in Saudi Arabia, 
1511 , negotiations with Petroleunr 
Reserves Corp., 15 20-1 521 
Thailand, Japanese control of, 985, 991, 
997, 109a; FDR proposal for neutral- 
ization, 1014; postwar plans for, 1587- 
1588 

Third term, FDR’s decision to accept, 
858-860, CH views on, 861; nomina- 
tion and election of FDR, 861, 868 
Thomas, Elbert D , 1630, 1635, 1658, 
1695 

Thomas, Henry, 1274 
Thomsen, Hans, 927, 943 
Thornburg, Max W, 1517 
Thurston, Walter, 807, 8rx 
Tientsin mcident, 630-631, 632-633, 635 
Timor, Portuguese partidpation in lib- 
erating, 1342, 1343 


Tin reserves, U S efforts to acquire, 
457, 624-626 

Tmkham, George H, 545 
Tipton, John A., 31 

Tirana, Albama, closing of American 
Legation, 619 

Tittmann, Harold H, Jr, 1562 
Tixier, Adrien, 1197, 1202, 1203 
Tobacco, American, removal of British 
ban on purchases, 748-749 
Todd, A L, 135-139 
Togliatti, Palmiro, 1553 
Togo, Shigenori, 1054, 1055, 1075, 1087, 
1095, 1099 

To jo, Hideki, 1054, 1089 

Townsend, Judge, 837^, 838 

Toyoda, Teijiro, 1014, 1029, 1030, 103s, 

1034 

Tracy, Dan W., 603 

Trade, German, in South America, 813- 
814, 820-821, 828 

Trade, international, removal of bar- 
riers and restrictions, 81-84, 126, 

iS5» 257, 286, 353> 356, 368-369; re- 
moval of barriers from lend-lease 
agreements, 976, 1151-1153, 1211, 

1476-1477, 1614, FDR’s views on in- 
ternational trade, 167, 191, 248, 249, 
250-251, 319, 331-332, 353, 354, 357, 
372, 374, 521-522, 747, 750, effect of 
economic relations on political rela- 
tions, 355, 363-365, US-Bntish dis- 
cussions on rehabilitation, 520-523, 
524-526; provision in Atlantic Char- 
ter, 975-976, postwar trade, 1153, 

1178, 1477, 

most-favored-nation prindple, con- 
ditional, 360 , unconditional, defini- 
tion, 84, 248, 359; CH advocate of, 
84, loi, 146, iss, 172; application, 
356, 359-363; extension to USSR, 
304-305, in economic resolutions at 
Montevideo Conference, 320-322, 328, 

329, 331-332, 347-348; 

international conference develop- 
ments' London Economic, 248, 249, 
250-254, 257-258; Montevideo, 320- 
322, 328, 339, 331-332, 347-348, 
Buenos Aires, 498, 501, Bntish Im- 
perml, 528-529; Lima, 610; Moscow, 
1303-1304; 
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Trade — Continued 

see also Embargo , Tariff , Trade 
agreements; and speafic commodity 
of trade 

Trade, interstate, Federal Trade Com- 
mission Act (1914) > 73 
Trade, Japan-Netherlands East Indies, 
895-^96 

Trade, US, decline (1929-33)1 354 j 
357; during World War II with bel- 
ligerents {see also Embargo, Neutral- 
ity poUcy), 414-41S1 43 ^- 432 , 435, 
442, 461, 463, 464, 698-699, with 
neutrals, 680-682, 733-736, see also 
Tariff, Trade agreements, and coun- 
try and specific commodity 
Trade agreements progiam, CH early 
views on, 81-84, loi, 126, 146, 155, 
172: attempts of CH to secure legis- 
lation in 1933, 156, 248, 249, 250-254, 
opposition of Key Pittman to pro- 
gram, 215; of George N Peek, 353- 
354» 370-374 » attitude, 248, 349, 
250-2541 353 , 357 , 372, 374 , S21-522, 
747 , 750, CH efforts to enlist support 
of other nations at London, 266; at 
Montevideo, 320-322, 328, 329,- 331- 
332, 347-348, CH appointment of 
Francis B Sayre to head program, 
356; effect of Italo-Ethiopian war on, 
440; campaign issue (1936), 486, CH 
promotion of nonpartisan support, 
1212, 1656; 

act of 1934 drafting, 354, 356, 357, 
passage, 357-358; operation, 358-366; 
machinery for negotiation of agree- 
ments, 366-367; procedure, 367-368; 
difficulties encountered, 368-374, 376- 
377; results by 1936, 375-377, 
renewal (1937), 518-519, renewal 
(1940), 746-750, renewal (1943), 
1211-1212, renewal (1945), 1721; see 
also Trade, international; and indi- 
vidual country 
Train, Eferold C., 1675 
Transfer of territory from one Euro- 
pean nation to another, U S. and 
inter-American policy, 791, 804, 814- 
817, 822-826 

Trans- Jordan, Arab Congress, 1546 


Treasury Department, 92-93, 472-473 
615, 1182, 1676, plan for postwar 
Germany {see Germany, postwar) 
Treaties, observance of, 153, 159, i»j2, 
174, 243, 270, 271, 284, 290, method 
of negotiating, 192 ; treaty-making 
process compared to negotiation of 
Executive agreements, 211-213, 252- 
253, 354; Senate approval by ma- 
jority rather than two-thirds vote, 
212, 1734, see also Peace treaties 
Trimdad, U S -British agreement for 
lease of bases, 831-843 
Tripartite Pact (1940), 489, 627-628; 
sigmng, 908-909, adherence of Bul- 
garia, 931, adherence of Yugoslavia, 
932, discussions of Japanese commit- 
ments under, 991, 1002, 1006-1007, 
1010, ion, 1021, 1028, 1035, 1059, 
1060, 1061, 1062, Z063-1064, Z066, 
1071, 1083 

Troyanovsky, Alexander A , 302-30^ 
657-660 

Truk, trusteeship, 1596 
Truman, Harry S, 699, iS 93 -i 594 » 1727- 
1728 

Trusteeship system for dependent peo- 
ples, 1234-1238, 1304-1305, 1466, 1599, 
1600, 1638-1639, 1653, 1706-1707, 
favored by FDR for French Indo- 
China, 1595-1598, for Korea and 
Japanese mandated islands, 1596, see 
also Dependent peoples 
Trusts, 45, 52, 73 
Tubman, William V., 1186 
Tuck, S Pinckney, 602, 1195 
Tugwell, Rexford G, 1236 
Tumulty, Joseph, 98-99, 101-102, 121 
Tunis, message from FDR on Afncan 
landing, 1191-1192 

Turkey, capital moved to Ankara, 201; 
question of US special mission to 
Mohammedans in, 715-716, U,S. ef- 
forts to aolidify resistance to Axis 
(1941 ),» 928-932; US -British policy 
decisions re, 1365-1368, 
entry into war Soviet proposals 
urging, 1279-1280, 1297, 1301, 1312, 
1368-1369, 1373; joint Allied efforts 
toward, 1368-1369, 1371, 1373, 1375- 
1376; meetings of President Inbnii 
with FDR and Churchill, 1365, 1369- 



INDEX 


1799 


Turkey — Continued 

1370, lend-lease aid to, 1366; AlKed 
lease of air bases in, 1301, 1312; em- 
bargo of strategic materials to Ger- 
many, 1371-1372, severance of diplo- 
matic relations with Germany, 1372- 
1376; decision to enter war, 1370, 
1376 

Turney, Peter, 31-33 
Twenty-one Demands of Japan against 
China, 270, 271 
Twitchell, K S , 1512 
Tydings, Millard, 1719 
Tydings-McDuffie Act (1934) » 278, 1595 
TVson, Lawrence D., 134 

Ukrainian Republic, question of mem- 
bership in UN, 1680 
Unconditional surrender, announced and 
defined by FDR, 1570-1571, 1572, 
CH views on, 1570, British views, 
i 57 o» 1572, 1573 1 Soviet views, 1572, 
1573; question of public definition, 
1573-1574; British and Soviet pres- 
sure to modify definition for Axis 
satelhtes, iS75-iS77> iS79-"iS8o, US. 
General Staff suggested tripartite state- 
ment to weaken German morale, 
iS78-i579» 1580-1582 
Under Secretary of State, 160, 184, 187, 
509-510, 1230 (see also Phillips, Wil- 
liam; Stettinius, Edward R., Jr.; 
Welles, Sumner) 

Underwood, Oscar, 63, 64, 67, 68, 70- 
72, 92, 108 

Underwood Tariff Act (1913), 70-72, 
73 - 74 , 75-76, 84, 91, 352, 358 
Union of South Africa, concern over 
US. neutrality bill, 694, 694-695 
USSR: Siberia, 117, 271, 299, dis- 
armament policy, 293, 304, 306; 

League of Nations membership, 304, 
709-710; intervention in Spain, 482, 
489-490, 512; Litvinov replaced as 
Foreign Commissar by Molotov, 656; 
Soviet desire to check aggression, 658, 
signatory to United Nations Declara- 
tion, 1115, 1120, 1121-1124, dissolu- 
tion of Comintern, 1251-1252; press 
censorship, 1278-1279; lack of free- 
dom of religion, 1288-1289; isolation- 
ism, 1297, 1310; position qn uncondi- 


U.S S.R — Continued 
tional surrender principle, 1572-1582; 

US diplomatic recognition. Soviet 
desire for, 292-295; US study of 
question, 172, 294-299; prerequisites 
to, 294, 297, 300; FDR invitation for 
exploratory conversations, 297-298 ; 
terms of proposed agreements, 299- 
300, conversations with Litvinov, 
300-302; US recognition, 212, 276, 
302, failure of US. to obtain debt 
settlement, 303-304, 

subsequent relations with US., 306- 
307 Communist propaganda in US 
293* 305-306, 741, 1251, 1288-1289, 
trade with US., 304-305, 659,. 660, 
743-744, 807-810, 970-971, City of 
Flint incident, 704-705, 709 , US 
moral embargo, 706-707, 744, 969 ; 
restrictions on U.S consular officers 
and rudeness of Soviet offiaals, 707- 
709 ; U S aviation engineers return to 
U S , 707 ; Soviet grievances, 708-709, 
743-745, 807-810, 970-972; lend-lease 
aid, 976-977, 981, 1176, 1272-1273, 
1461-1462, US credit, 977, appoint- 
ment of Litvinov as Ambassador to 
US, 981; US oil shipments, 1017- 
1018; noncooperation with U.S. 
against Japan, 1111-1113; air bases in 
USSR, iiii, 1112, 1302; pressure 
on U S. "and Bntain for second front, 
1173, 1174, 1179-1180, 1249, 1264, 
1278, 1279, 1280, 1306; refusals of 
Stalin to meet with FDR, 1249-1250, 
1252; US. press attacks on CH as 
anti-Russian, 1253, 1255, U.S Em- 
bassy building in Moscow, 1277; 
change in Soviet foreign policy, 1459- 
1460; US. relations with and policy 
toward, (1933-39) 657-660, (1940) 
743 - 745 , (1941) 973 ’^ 73 , (i 943 ) 

1250-1251, (1944) 1436, 1449, 3:459- 
1471, 1665, 1739, 

relaflons with* Great Britain (see 
Great Britain: relations with U S S.R.) , 

attack on Poland (see Poland* So- 
viet attack); 

in the Baltic: demands on and oc- 
cupation of Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania, 701, 8ro, 812; war with 
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U.S.S.R — Continued 
Finland (see Finland, war with 
U.SS.R.)j 

relations with Germany Anti- 
Comintem Pact between Germany, 
Japan, and Italy, 488, 489, 556, 634, 
639» 7i7» 9^9 ^0; noDaggression pact, 
6SS-^57i 701, 7 i 7 » 720-721, 969; re- 
lations, 707, 806, 807, 810-81 I, 969; 
invasion of U.S,S.R, 967-968, 973; 
nonapplication of U.S. Neutrality Act 
to U,S S.R , 973 ; U S. aid to U.S S.R , 
973» 974> 976^77; Japanese attempts 
to bring about separate peace be- 
tween US.S.R. and Germany, 1263- 
1264, 1310, 1462; German allegation 
of death of 10,000 Polish officers at 
hands of Russians, 1267; Soviet vic- 
tories, 1297-1298; 

relations with Italy: request to 
T 7 .S and Britain for information on 
developments in Italy, 1283, iS49> 
1556-1557, for Italian war vessels, 
1284, 1301-1302 ; member, Advisory 
Council for Italy, 1283-1284, 1551; 
US.S.R. accepts as cobelHgerent, 1551; 
establishment of diplomatic relations 
with Italy, i449» 1463, i5S6-i5S7, 
1567-1568; 

southeastern Europe* occupation of 
Rumania, 745, 807, 810, 1451; pres- 
sure for TurUsh entrance mto war, 
1279-1280, 1297, 1301, 1312, 1368- 
1369, 1373-1376; Briti^ proposal for 
spheres of influence in Balkans, 1451- 
1459, 1470; armistice terms with Ru- 
mania, Bulgaria, and Hungary, 1459, 
1461; 

Iran: consent for Iran to sign 
United Nations Declaration, 1253; 
use as supply route to U.S.S R , 1498, 
1500, 1502-1503, 1506 ; invasion of 
Irsm with British, 976, 1500, 1501- 
1502, 1506 ; Anglo-Soviet treaty 

(1942), 1502, 1505, 1506; Tehran 
Declaration on Iran, 1505, 1506-1507, 
1510; demands for oil concessions in 
Iran, 1509; 

Far E^st; relations with Japan 
(see Japan; rdations with U,S.S.lL); 
relations with China, 1257; objections 
to China’s inclusion in Four-Nation 


U.S.S.R . — ConHnued 
Declaration, 1256-1257, 1265, 1279, 
1281, 1282, 1299, X301, 1302, 1312; 
Indo-China, 1597 , advances in Far 
East, 1671; 

postwar policy* pressure for terri- 
torial commitments prior to peace 
conference, 1165-1174, 1177; postwar 
intentions, 1247-1249; signatory to 
Four-Nation Declaration (see Four- 
Nation Declaration) ; reconstruction, 
1303; postwar treatment of Germany, 
1607, 1608, 1609, 1613, 1616-1617, 
1618, 1619, 1620-1621, 1622; exchange 
of views with US. and Britain on 
international organization, 1650-1651; 
participant in Dumbarton Oaks dis- 
cussions, 1459, 1469, 1470, 1671-1685, 
1700-1707; desire to participate in 
U.N, 1469, 1665; question of admis- 
sion of constituent republics to U.N, 
1679-1680; 

see also Moscow Conference; Teh- 
ran Conference; Yalta Conference 
United Nations, early preparatory work 
for 

need for an international organiza- 
tion, 731-732, 1177-1178, 1238-1239, 
1280-1281, 1288, 1294, 1307, 1321, 
1322-1323, 1625-1626, 1634, 1638, 

called for by Four-Nation Declaration 
(see Four-Nation Declaration) ; post- 
war planning in State Department, 
732, 1626-1630, 1631, 1632, 1638, 
1647, 1650, creation and functions of 
Advisory Committee on Postwar For- 
eign Policy, 1631-1639; interest of 
other governments, • 1475-1476, 1625- 
1626, 1631, 1650-1651; 

nonpartisan Congressional support, 
1258-1263, 1314, 1315, 1630, 1635, 
1839, 1656, 1657-1670, 1676, 

1695-1698, 17x1; exclusion from 1944 
presidential campaign, 1656, 1657, 

1666, 1669, 1670, 1686-1695, 1699; 

CH views on. Soviet participation, 
1468-1470, 1659, 1664-1665; develop- 
ment of favorable public opinion, 
1659, 1662-1663, 1711; insistence on 
establishment prior to conclusion of 
peace treaties, 1660, 1661, 1665-1666, 
1667-1668, 1698; defense of veto 
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power, 1662-1664, opposition to re- 
gional organizations within, 1666- 
1667; appraisal and plea for support, 
i736-i 737» i74i, 

United Nations, structure and functions 
of organization (provisions of 
nroposed Charter) 
envisaged on regional basis, 1639- 
2647, 1649, on universal basis, 1647; 
method of initiating establishment of, 
1651-2652, selection of name, 1683, 
2685, of, location, 2681-1682; 

Security Council, composition, 1652, 
1674, 1678; functions, 1677, 1694; 
method of voting in, 1652, 1678, 1682- 

1683, 1685; question of voting by 
parties to dispute, 1459, 1469, 1653, 
1674, 2677-1678, 1680, 1683, 1685, 
1700-1702, 1705, 1706, veto power of 
permanent Council members, 1653, 
i683i 1685, 2701; 

Assembly functions, 2653, 1677, 

1684, 1694; Military Staff Committee 

functions, 1684; International Court, 
1653; president of organization, 1653, 
1674, 2695-1696; director general, 

1654, 2695-1696, inclusion of eco- 
nomic and social council, 1643, i^S3j 
1673, 1677, 2680-1681, 2683-2684, 

1708; 

membership of ^'associated nations,” 
2425, 2678-1679, of Soviet republics, 
1679-1680; suspension or expulsion 
of members, 1683, the role of small 
nations, 1686-1689, 1691; question of 
Vatican membership, 1711-1712, 
question of provisions for interna- 
tional police force, 2653, 1682, 2684; 
ratification in cases of application of 
force under, 1691, 1695-1697, 2698; 
trusteeship system, 2234-1238, 1304- 
1305* 1466* 1638-1639, 1653, 2706- 
2707, 

see cdso Dumbarton Oaks Confer- 
ence, San Francisco 

United Nations, CH the ‘‘Father of,” 
2718, 2723, 172S 

United Nations Commission for the In- 
vestigation of War Crimes, 2185 

United Nations Day, 2222 


United Nations Declaration (Jan. 2, 
1942), conception and drafting, 1114- 
1126, presentation of drafts to Presi- 
dent and Cabinet, 1227; question of 
constitutionality, 2227-2128, British, 
Chinese, and Soviet approval, 1229- 
1124, signing, 2124-1125, 2570, 1632; 
CH statement, 2125; adherence by 
nongovernmental authorities, 1125- 
1226, 1T63, 2242-1243; Argentme ob- 
jection regarding, 2244; French ad- 
herence, 2243, Iran signature, 1253; 
adherence, 1505; Iraq adherence, 1504 
United Nations Relief and Rehabihta- 
tion Agreement, 2657 
United States. See specific subject; for 
relations with other countries, see in- 
dividual countries 

Uruguay, efforts to end Chaco War, 
33^9 *337-338, 347 ; mediation in Span- 
ish War, 480, support of Argentina 
at Lima Conference, 606, scuttling of 
Graf von Spec in Montevideo harbor, 
690, 691-692; proposal for protest on 
invasion of Low Countries, 764; cen- 
ter of Nazi subversive activity, 820; 
defense against possible mvasion from 
Argentina, 2395; support of Allied 
cause in the war, 1425; Montevideo 
Conference (see Montevideo) 

Vandenberg, Arthur H, 637, 2262, 1657, 
1658, 1676, 169s, 2696-1697 
Vansittart, Sir Robert, 380, 400 
Vargas, Getulio, 602, 607-608, 609, 942, 
214s, 1340-1341 

Variety Clubs of America Humanitarian 
Award to CH, 2719 

Vatican, US. establishment of relations 
with, 713-725; peace appeal to Mus- 
solini, 778, 779, US. instructions to 
mission to, 941; question of asyium 
for Axis leaders, 2360, 1362; efforts 
to prevent bombing of Rome, 1560- 
1563 , question of membership in U.N , 
2721-2722, see also Pope Pius XII 
Velloso, Pedro Leao, 2407 
Versailles Treaty, 203, 222-213, 227, 
223, 230, 233, 243 
Vertrees, John J , 33 
Vice Presidency, FDR nominee (2920), 
204; nomination of John Gamer 
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(1932), 153-154, candidacy of Henry 
A. Wallace (1940), 859, 861, CH re- 
fusal to consider candidacy (1940), 
860-861, (1944) 1714 
Vichy Government See France, Vichy 
Victor Emmanuel III, of Italy, 655, 661, 
662, 664, U.S. objections to, 1550, 
1569; refusal to abdicate, 1552, 1554, 
transfers powers to Prmce Humbert, 
1558, 1563; abdication, 1568- 

1569 

Victory Bond Act (1919), 125 
Victory clubs to aid Democratic Party 
(1922), 114, 116 

Villarroel, Gualberto, 1388, 1398 
Vincent, St6nio, 345 
Vinson-Trammeil Act, 287 
Virginia, University of,' FDR’s stab-m- 
the-back address, 784-785 
Vishinski, Andrei A., 1376, 1502 
Vladivostok, US. Aipments to Soviet 
Union via, 1020-1021 

Wadldgh, Julian, 1630 
Wadsworth, George, 1543, 1545 
Wadsworth, James W., 1262, 1263 
Wagner, Robert F, 139, 1531 
Wakasugi, Kaname, 1034, 1061 
Walden, George S., 423-424 
Walker, Frank C, 209, 984, 985, 991, 
994 

Walker, John E, 65 
Wallace, Henry A., 357, 1599, 1697, 
1719; missions abroad, 200, 1585- 
1586; infringement on State Depart- 
ment duties as head of B£W, 204, 
1154-1157, 1347, 1379; CH appraisal, 
209 ; candidate for Vice President 
(1940), 859, 861 

Walsh, James Edward, 984, 985, 989, 
991, 1003 

Walsh, Thomas J., 114-115, 132, 152 
Wang, C. T., 557 

Wang Ching-wei puppet government in 
China, 724 ’^ 72 S> 894, 914, 1086 
War, renunciation, 234, 503 (see dso 
Peace); local hostilities an interna- 
tional threat, 225, 425, 482-483; 

“methods short of war,” 612, 6x4, 
615; 
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prevention* effect of trade agree- 
ments in, 363-364^ 365, neutrality, 
409 (see also Isolationism, Neutrality 
policy) ; efforts in Western Hemi- 
sphere, 499 -Soi» S03; Ludlow resolu- 
tion for war referendum, 563, John- 
son resolution, 573-574; see also 
World War 

War Council, Supreme. See Supreme 
War Coun<^ 

War Council, U,S., repeated warnings 
by CH of imminent danger to US 
from Japan, 1079-1080, 1087; non- 
participation by CH after Pearl Har- 
bor, 1109-1110 
War crimes See Atrocities 
War debts, CH views, 125, 126; opposi- 
tion to cancellation m 1932 Demo- 
cratic platform, 153, CH proposal for 
adjustment, 155 ; US -British discus- 
sion (i 933)» 160; payment of, 171, 
FDR-Ramsay MacDonald conference, 
247, CH disinterest, 247, stricken 
from London Economic Conference 
agenda, 247, 250, 256, general situa- 
tion (1933-35) > 380-381; Great 

Britain, 381-382; France, 385; John- 
son Act (i934)» 303» 382; CH pro- 
posal for bond issues Ijy debtors, 
382 ; Congressional arguments, 381 ; 
payments by Finland, 382; Italy, 785 
War Department, objection to interna- 
tional supervision of arms, 233; in- 
formed of international situation, 
864-865, 866; warned of Japanese at- 
tacks, 984, 1080, 1087; membership on 
War Couhdl, 1109; negotiations for 
agreement on French avil admimstra- 
tion, 1432-1433; instructions to U.S 
forces in India, 1489 ; position on 
British and Soviet troops in Iran, 1506 , 
position on postwar treatment of 
Germany, 1602, 1607, 1609-X6Z0; see 
also Army, U.S., Joint Chiefs of 
Staff; National defense; Stimson, 
Henry L. 

War Refugee Board, 1539, 1540 
Warren, Avra, X398 
Warren, Charles, 404, 4^ 

Warren, George, 198 
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Washington, George, on secrecy in con- 
duct of foreign relations, 2 13-2 14; on 
commercial policy, 360 
Washington Disarmament Conference 
(1921-22), 116, 222, 271 
Washington Naval Treaty (1922), 288- 
290, 444 i 447> 448 
Wasson, Thomas C, 852, 1040 
Watterson, Henry, 67 
Weddell, Alexander W, 182, 319, 327, 
494; as U.S. Ambassador to Spain, 
617, 875-^80, 940, 1188, 1190 
Wei Tao-ming, 1258, 1671, 1672 
Weizmann, Chaim, 1531, 1533 
Welch, Ridiard J., 1636 
Wddes, Sumner, Ambassador to Cuba, 
313, 31s; Assistant Secretary of State, 
3i3» 34i» 343> 345; 

Under Secretary of State, 184, 202, 
979, 1013-1014; appointment, 509- 
^10; views and proposals on: interna- 
tional peace meeting in 1937, 54^549; 
Italian possession of Ethiopia, 581- 
582; Czech crisis, 591, S93, 596, 615; 
Munich agreement, 596 , European 
war, 671, 6721 Western Hemisphere 
neutrality zone, 94s; Monroe Doc- 
tnne, 959-960; Atl^tic Charter, 976; 
international situation (1941), 1058; 
UN. Declaration, 1121; Board of 
Economic Warfare, 1156, US. troops 
in Northern Ireland, 1355, Chile and 
Argentina, X383, 1409, India, 1484; 

conferences with Soviet Ambassador, 
8x2, 968, 970, 97x; participation in 
postwar planning, 732, XS95, 1626- 
1627, 163X-1632, 163s, 1638, 1639- 
x^o; 

international conferences and mis- 
sions, 494, 688, 72i» 737-740* 777* 
1017-1018, xi43-'Xi5o, X253, X2S4- 

1255; 

divergency of policy with CH, 
1227-X230, resignation as Under Sec- 
retary of State, 1230-1231, 1256 
Wendelin, Erie C, 475, 480 
West Africa. See Dakar 
West India Conference, 1237 
West Indies. See British West Indies ; 

Netherlands West Indies 
Western Hemisphere, neutrality zone, 
689-*692, 945; U.S. and inter-American 
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79X, 804, 814-8x7, 822-826, 1629- 
X630; defense, 935-936; see also 
American republics; Canada; Monroe 
Doctrine 

Weygand, Maxime, appointed French 
supreme army commander, 770; Dele- 
gate-General in French North Africa, 
853; support of US, in Africa, 853- 
854* 949-951* 956, 961, 1039-1040, 
X043-1044; influence against Darlan 
agreement with Germany, 963, 966; 
dismissal as Delegate-General, XQ38, 
1042-X043; refusal to return to North 
Africa to cooperate with Allies, X127 
Whale oil, imports from Norway, 376 
Wheat, US. relief shipments to Spain, 
875-882 ; to unoccupied 'France, 952- 
955* 957 

Wheeler, Burton K., 217 
Wheeler, Leslie A., 822 
Whiskey, stilling in Tennessee, 4-5; U.S. 
claims against Canada for alleged non- 
payment of excise taxes, 206-207 
White, Harry D., 207» 822, 1604, 1605, 
x6x4, 1636 

White, Wallace H., 1635, 1858, X695, 
X697 

White, WiUiam Allen, 833 
White House Correspondents Associa- 
tion, FDR address, 925, 1571 
IVhite Russian Republic, question of 
membership in U.N., 1680 
Whitney, Alexander F, 494 
Wickard, Claude R., 15x2, Z53X 
Wikawa, Tadao, 1003, 1014 
Wiley, John C., 810 
Wilhelmina, Queen, 7x2, 762, 765, X05X 
William and Mary College, CB. address, 
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Williams, John Sharp, 50, 81, xo8 
Willkie, Wendell, 833, 862-864, 866-868, 
1182-XX83, X437, X690, 1697 
Willson, Russell, 1675, i705 
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Wilson, Edwin C., 181, 821, 1244, 1675 
Wilson, Sir Henry Maitland, 1551* i554> 
ISS?. 1563. 1564 
Wilson, Sir Horace, 662 
Wilson, Hugh R., 182-183, 379-380, 671, 
672, 674; as US. Ambassador to 
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Germany, 170, 572, 589, 599, 600; 
postwar planning, 732, 1626-1627, 

1694, 169s, 1711 
Wilson, Joseph R., 68 
Wilson, William L., 49 
Wilson, Woodrow, election and inaugu- 
ration as President (1912), 67-73; 
denounces lobbying, 72 ; desire for 
peace, 75, 87; actions as President, 
80, 89, 96-97, 99-100, 107, I2S, 198; 
Fourteen Points, 82, 1266, 1540; war 
message (1917), 87-88; opposition in 
Congress, 98, 102-104, 112; question 
of attendance at Paris Peace Confer- 
ence, 101-102; fight for League, 102- 
104, 118; 1920 elections, 105, opposi- 
tion to regional basis for world or- 
ganization, 116; interest in rebuilding 
Democratic Party, 117-121, views on 
neutrality, 408; illness and death, 104, 
117; CH appraisal, 120-121, 404; 

FDR address to Woodrow Wilson 
Foundation, 339-340, 386-387 
Wilson Tariff Act (1894), 48, 66 
Winant, John G, as US. Ambassador 
to Great Britaiir, 926, 976, 1153, 1x65, 
1167, 1171, 1330, I3S8-I3S9* 1373- 
1374, 1431, 1479, I 483 -i 48 S» 1595 
Wise, Stephen S, 1536 
Witz, Frances. See HuU, Frances Witz 
Wolfram to Germany, US.-British ef- 
forts to effect embargo on Spanish 
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exports, 1333, I 33 S> 1336 -i 339 
Wolverton, Charles A., 1636 
Woman suffrage, 115, 119-120 
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Woodrow Wilson Foun^tion, FDR ad- 
dress to, 339“340» 386-387 
Woods, Sam E., 967-968 
Woodsdn, Walter B., 840 
World Congress of the International 
Chamber of Commerce (Brussels 
1925), CH as delegate, 125 
World Court, 153, 177 » 2i2» 215, 387 ’^ 389 » 
1178, 1631, 1647, i6$i, 1653, 1681 
World order under law, 173, 291, 731, 
732, 1296, see also Peace 
World organizations, proposals for dur- 
ing World War I, 75, 86; during 
World War II (see United Nations) 


World War I, no premonition of in 
1912, 69, 70; causes, 75; effect on 
trade, 75-76, on income-tax principle, 
76; failure of U.S. citizenry to grasp 
import, 76-77; financmg of, 89-93, 
94-100, 124-125; effects on US., 89- 
90; German peace overtures, 97; neu- 
tral rights after, 409, 463; lack of 
Allied common agreement on war 
aims, 1115-1116; Supreme War Coun- 
cil, 1117 

World War II, forecasts and warnings 
of danger to U.S, 203, 231, 651-652, 
864-865, 866, 1057-1058, 1079-1080, 
1087, X088, 1098; summary of FDR 
and CH efforts to prevent, 665-667; 
peace moves and feelers, 710-7x2, 844- 
845, ii 79 » i 297 » 1573; economic ef- 
fects on American republics, 827- 
828, second front, xxio, 1173, 1x74, 
1179-1180, 1249, 1264, 1278, 1279, 
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tion of Soviet republics’ membership 
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